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ABSTRACT

School leaders are accountable for enabling others to produce innovative
outcomes within the environment in which the school operates. This complex
environment of the school, defined by greater levels of uncertainty, ambiguity,
interdependencies, and interrelatedness (Clarke, 2013), is a place where complex
problems are best solved with complex responses (Marion and Uhl-Bien, 2011) by the
instructional leaders within the system. In light of this understanding, it is important to
examine how instructional leaders within the school grow as leaders through the lens of
complexity leadership theory. Although existing research examines what instructional
leaders need to do to be effective, there is limited research examining how principals
intentionally foster leadership capacity in the instructional coaches who coexist as
interdependent agents in such a complex adaptive system.
I engaged in a descriptive qualitative study to examine the central research
question: How does a principal foster leadership capacity in an elementary school
instructional coach in a complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity
leadership? I conducted interviews with the principal, instructional coaches, teachers, and
a district leader in an elementary school in South Carolina. I uncovered three major
findings in this study to describe how the principal fostered leadership capacity in the
instructional coaches in the school. These findings included the principal engaging in and
modeling interactions that promoted leadership, defining roles and expectations for the
instructional coaches in the context of the shared vision of the school, and encouraging
visibility and involvement as a leader.
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The findings of my study are important because there is limited research
examining how principals build leadership capacity in others, especially instructional
coaches, through the lens of complexity leadership. For practitioners, this study is
essential because I described ways that a principal in one setting builds leadership
capacity in instructional coaches to positively impact student achievement and innovative
outcomes in the school. In terms of scholarship and research, this study is compelling
because I examined distributed leadership and instructional leadership juxtaposed with
complexity leadership while focusing on the interactions between the principal and the
instructional coaches in one school setting. Because building leadership capacity in others
is important to the process of instructional leadership in the complex adaptive system of
the school, the findings of my study can be used by educational leaders as well as
researchers interested in understanding how to build leadership in others.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Problem
The leadership role of the principal is expansive. Principals are responsible for the
overall success of the school despite the complexity of the prevailing circumstances.
While leadership is often viewed as the activity engaged in by leaders in interaction with
others in particular contexts around specific tasks (Spillane et al., 2004), principals are
faced with being accountable for leading others to produce innovative outcomes and high
levels of student achievement.
Principals are key leaders in schools, which can be considered complex adaptive
systems, or overlapping, hierarchical networks of interacting, interdependent agents
linked by common goals in a cooperative dynamic (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). These school
leaders are charged with enabling others within the environment in which the school
operates, even in the midst of complexity defined by greater levels of uncertainty,
ambiguity, interdependencies and interrelatedness (Clarke, 2013). In the process of
fulfilling their responsibilities, principals must balance the accountability of student
achievement, fiscal responsibilities, facilities management, discipline, management of
student issues, instructional leadership, and human resource supervision under the weight
of internal and external factors in an environment that is constantly changing.
School administrators navigate leadership in this complex system with an ultimate
goal of producing high student achievement and innovative outcomes. Principals are
called upon to positively impact student achievement through enacting instructional
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leadership practices along with other key school leaders regardless of setting or context.
Although existing research examines what principals as instructional leaders need to do
to be effective, there is limited research examining how principals intentionally foster
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches who coexist as interdependent agents in
such a complex adaptive system.
While the focus of much research has been on the attributes of principals as
leaders, there has been limited research on how principals build leadership capacity in
others. Researchers identified primary characteristics of successful school leaders and
noted that the attributes principals exhibit will affect their capacity to make appropriate
decisions for managing and nurturing intellectual and social capital, which impacts the
organizational capital (Dimmock, 2012; Leithwood et al., 2008). Given the link between
distributed leadership and organizational growth that positively impacts student
achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 2010a, 2010b; Harris et al., 2008; Heck & Hallinger,
2009; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Louis et al., 2010), it is often perceived to be of grave
importance for principals to be leaders of leaders (Glickman, 1989).
With this notion in mind, it is important to view leadership with a multi-level
approach, beginning with a collectivist view of the larger complex adaptive system
framed within complexity leadership theory. By acknowledging the common practice of
viewing leadership tasks through a more constructivist lens, distributed leadership can be
seen as part of the totality of the complex system of the school and the interdependent
agents at work within the system. Leaders are seen as key to distributing leadership to
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other leaders within an organization when their actions are intentional (Leithwood et al.,
2009).
The complexity of the school organization fuels the need to view leadership
differently. This new view of leadership involves understanding the collective nature of
the educational system, while recognizing the contributions of individual agents to the
whole system through a distributed lens in line with the realities of the flow of influence.
This disposition removes leadership from the notion of headship (Gronn, 2000).
Principals are responsible for enabling human resources within the school to
produce high levels of student achievement. This precis is the foundation for building
distributed instructional leadership as part of the activities, structures, and processes of
the school (Spillane et al., 2001). It is essential to recognize the collaborative vein of
distributed leadership and the importance of building teams to support this leadership
work (Scribner et al., 2007). To enhance organizational capacity, serious consideration
must be given to the role principals play in initiating and sustaining distributed leadership
(Leithwood et al., 2009) as they enable leadership within the school.
Given the complexity found within the school, the human resources required to
implement and initiate problem solving that produces high achievement and innovative
outcomes in schools is a basis for distributed leadership. Principals must be intentional in
how they contribute to building capacity in those sharing leadership roles as instructional
leaders. According to Halverson and Clifford (2013) distributed leadership analysis with
careful accounts of social and situational distributions of practice that articulate
leadership tasks using relevant tools provide the kinds of understanding that can better
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situate reform efforts. This is relevant to the work of principals in leading the charge of
improving instructional outcomes, but sets the stage for the importance of understanding
distributed leadership as a reflective framework for practice within the adaptive system of
a complex organization.
Accountability for student achievement and the volume of work for principals
each day establishes the practical need for shared or distributed leadership. The
instructional leaders at work with the principal within the complex system of the school
share in the goal of improving student outcomes. Principals must lead other instructional
leaders within the school with careful attention to varied and complex tasks (Blasé &
Blasé, 2006; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009; Mangin & Stoelinga, 2010).
Instructional leaders may fulfill formal roles (e.g., academic coach, department
chair, school-governance committee member) or informal roles (e.g., advocate,
instructional model, peer mentor, staff developer) in a school setting (Harrison & Killion,
2007; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). The organizational structure of staff members
provided in many schools includes full time or part time instructional coaches who serve
as human resources for leading teachers in instructional growth and professional
development to impact student outcomes in the school. This hierarchy establishes
instructional coaches as agents who share responsibility as instructional leaders. These
coaches are pivotal agents working alongside principals to problem solve, develop and
implement programs and supports to enhance student achievement and innovative
outcomes.
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Neumerski (2013) pointed out that there is not a well-developed consensus around
what constitutes teacher leadership; however, instructional coaches can potentially play a
vital role as teacher leaders in establishing programs and preparing other teachers for
providing quality instruction and research-based interventions for students. The current
literature does not clearly explain features, aims, and outcomes associated with different
approaches to teacher leadership preparation (York-Barr & Duke, 2004), which supports
the need for understanding how principals contribute to the growth of teacher leaders
such as instructional coaches for distributed leadership within a complex adaptive system.
Also, leadership preparation programs and principal professional development need to
include training on the principal’s role in developing leadership capacity in others
(Huggins et al., 2017).
In organizing and intentionally fostering the process of distributing leadership
during the implementation of instructional programs, principals must be cognizant of
their own behaviors in their efforts to build leadership capacity in the instructional
coaches. Instructional coaches are charged with sharing instructional leadership as formal
leaders within the school setting alongside principals. Without intentional reflection on
their own behaviors in inspiring growth in instructional coaches within a complex
adaptive system, principals may hinder the process of growth they wish to stimulate using
a distributed leadership perspective with no return on investment for the services of the
instructional coach as programs are developed and enacted.
Principals, as the primary player held accountable as instructional leader of the
school, are pressed to intentionally contribute to building leadership capacity in those
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staff members sharing the helm as instructional leaders in the school, especially
instructional coaches. Although there are many facets to the interdependent relationships
at play in a complex adaptive system, with more agents affecting the dynamic than just
the principal and instructional coach, the press for accountability causes the process of
distributed leadership to be imposed to enact structures that will hopefully stimulate
growth outcomes. Unfortunately, this intentional process can be overlooked, or principals
may simply not have a clear understanding of the leadership process that is needed within
the context of the complex adaptive system. Thus, research is needed to identify how
principals inspire interactions that foster growth of leadership capacity in instructional
coaches as leaders work collaboratively to encourage high achievement and innovative
outcomes.
Statement of the Problem
Although existing research examines what instructional leaders need to do to be
effective instructional leaders, there is limited research examining how principals who
lead instructional coaches intentionally foster leadership capacity in the instructional
coaches they employ. As principals share responsibility for problem solving, developing
and implementing instructional programs with instructional coaches in schools, there is
little to no research to uncover how principals’ interactions with instructional coaches
contribute to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches who share in the
process of instructional leadership.
Principals share in the process of leading as instructional leaders with
instructional coaches in elementary schools, while still being ultimately responsible for
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instructional outcomes and student achievement. The problem at hand is rooted in a lack
of understanding of how principals interact with other leaders to affect innovative
outcomes of the interrelated system of leaders within the school, especially when a new
context emerges that solicits action. Principals are not always adept at assisting and
supporting instructional coaches in their growth as instructional leaders.
While there is a need for principals to inspire conditions for leadership to be
distributed, these conditions are not always in place. One cannot assume that principals
are either willing or able to enact structures to enable distributed leadership (Torrance,
2013). Principals may not have the knowledge or experience required to effectively
support higher levels of leadership that is distributed (Gates & Siskin, 2001) or may
choose not to share leadership tasks with others due to accountability pressures
(Dimmock, 2012). Furthermore, as noted by Marion and Uhl-Bien (2011), complex
problems are best tackled by complex responses; however, some leaders are not equipped
with strategies for enabling these responses.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory. This study was intended to highlight
effective strategies for building leadership capacity in instructional coaches so that
positive change in teacher development and student achievement can be enacted in
schools. This study also inspired further inquiry into the coalescence of distributed
leadership practice and complexity leadership theory.
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Research Question
This case study explored how a principal contributed to the growth of leadership
capacity in instructional coaches as these agents worked together as instructional leaders
to enhance student achievement and innovative outcomes. By interviewing key agents in
the school system, this research aimed to uncover the strategies or elements employed by
the principal of an elementary school that contributed to building capacity in instructional
coaches. The central research question presented in this study is as follows: How does a
principal foster leadership capacity in an elementary school instructional coach in a
complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity leadership?
Delimitations
The delimitations of this study were directly connected to the research design of
this qualitative descriptive study. In order to better understand how a principal
contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional coaches, I examined the
perspectives of the principal, instructional coaches, teachers, and a district leader through
interviews. In order to understand these perspectives, agents within the system with firsthand knowledge and experiences of the work of the principal were interviewed. This
design constituted the process of interviewing the principal, the assistant principal,
instructional coaches, teachers, and district level staff involved in the complex system of
the school. By interviewing this group, I triangulated the data to corroborate the
experiences noted by the principal and instructional coaches with the perspectives of
teachers and district staff who were active agents in the complex system of the school.
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This design offered an opportunity to capture a greater understanding of how principals
contribute to building capacity in instructional coaches.
Theoretical Framework and Perspectives
Literature underpinning complexity leadership theory, instructional leadership,
and distributed leadership provided the basis for examining the process of leadership in
this study. Although complexity leadership theory and distributed leadership are not
generally discussed concurrently in leadership literature, connections between complexity
leadership theory and distributed leadership allowed for a firmer understanding of the
influence of agents within the complex system as leaders carry out processes and
practices associated with instructional leadership in schools. The existing literature on
complexity leadership theory, instructional leadership, and distributed leadership
provided a foundation for expectations and goals for principals and instructional coaches
and their work in schools, establishing the context for examining how principals foster
leadership capacity in the elementary instructional coaches they employ in the complex
adaptive system of the school.
This study employed complexity leadership theory (CLT) as a basis for
understanding leadership as a process of interaction of the network of leaders within an
organization. CLT is an “overarching theoretical framework that describes administrative
leadership, adaptive leadership and enabling leadership, and provides for interaction
among the three leadership roles and, in particular, between complex adaptive systems
(CAS) and bureaucracy” (Uhl-Bien et al, 2007, p. 306). In the context of the school
setting, CLT established the theoretical groundwork for studying the interaction of
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principals and instructional coaches as agents affecting and affected by the organizational
dynamic in the school.
To function within the complexity of the school setting, principals often share in
tasks and initiate structures that enact a distribution of the work of the leader. The
practice of leaders within this network to distribute leadership provided a lens for
understanding how leadership practices are enacted among leaders, followers, and
situations in schools (Spillane et al., 2001, 2004). Distributive leadership is also viewed
as a prescriptive approach to building individual and organizational capacity (Dimmock,
2012; Mayrowetz, 2008). Whether the goal of distributed leadership is for individual
growth or organizational improvement, the distribution of work affects the interaction of
agents in the system.
In exploring leadership as an interactive process, there is ground for viewing
distributive leadership as part of an intentional structuring by leaders for enabling
leadership to promote adaptive leadership within the complex system of the school
organization. As noted by Uhl-Bien et al. (2007) it is a leader’s responsibility to provide
the framework and conditions within which enabling and adaptive leadership function. In
many ways, distributed leadership fulfills the role of framework and conditions within the
complex system for this assumption to be realized. This study has the potential to expand
the knowledge base on how a building level principal contributed to the development of
leadership capacity in instructional coaches who are sharing in the distributed structure of
instructional leadership in a complex system.
Research Design
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In order to expand the knowledge base by uncovering how a principal fostered
leadership capacity in instructional coaches through the lens of complexity leadership, I
focused on the lived experiences of participants in the complex adaptive system of the
school. By using a descriptive qualitative study design, I examined the complexity of
views of agents in the school setting while relying on the participants’ understanding of
the situation being studied. The examination of complex views is essential in a social
constructivist perspective (Creswell, 2009) which fuels complexity leadership theory. I
utilized this perspective in choosing a descriptive qualitative design for this study. As
noted by Patton (2002), “constructivists study the multiple realities constructed by people
and the implications of those constructions for their lives and interactions with others” (p.
96). In practice, the interpretations I gleaned from studying the multiple realities of
participants using a qualitative approach can “point out significances and meanings that
can inspire others to perceive, value, or act in different ways” (Glesne, 2016, p. 26), more
specifically in this study principals who are charged with enabling others to share in the
process of instructional leadership.
In this instance, using a descriptive qualitative study design allowed me to study
the interactions and relationship of the principal with instructional coaches as phenomena
to examine how a principal fostered leadership capacity in instructional coaches. Using a
phenomenological philosophy, I structured the study to “focus on exploring how human
beings make sense of experience and transform experience into consciousness, both
individually and as shared meaning” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). I examined the lived
experiences of a principal and instructional coaches who worked together in the school
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alongside the perceptions of teachers, an assistant principal, and a district director who
shared in those experiences to corroborate or provide contrary evidence to the data
collected.
In framing the design of this descriptive qualitative study, I incorporated methods
inspired by case study. Stake (2006) explained that case study offers methods for
examining how a phenomenon works and learning about complexity and contexts. He
stated that “qualitative case researchers focus on relationships connecting ordinary
practice in natural habitats to a few factors and concerns of the academic disciplines” (p.
10). As noted by Yin (2014), interviews are essential sources of evidence for qualitative
case researchers since well-informed interviewees can provide important insights into
human affairs and actions. In the design of this study, I chose to use in-depth interviews
as the method of data collection to connect the ordinary practice and actions of one
principal to the development of leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in an
elementary school to contribute to the knowledge base of principals who are engaging in
instructional leadership in schools.
I used the qualitative design strategy of purposeful sampling to choose the
principal and instructional coaches for this study, as well as the assistant principal,
teachers, and district director. I chose a school with people, who could provide rich
information and “offer useful manifestations of the phenomenon of interest” (Patton,
2002, p. 40). In this context, I chose a principal who was known for distributing
leadership to instructional coaches, who believed in building leadership capacity in
others, and who was known for improving student achievement in the school. I also chose
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participants with knowledge of the interactions between the principal and instructional
coaches in the elementary school. By conducting informal interviews with district office
staff, I was able to determine the site in the district with a principal and instructional
coaches who would “yield the most information and have the greatest impact on the
development of knowledge” (Patton, 2002, p. 236). I also conducted an informal
interview with the district director and the assistant principal in the selected school to
determine teachers that would have knowledge of the interactions between the principal
and instructional coaches based on the teacher’s interaction with the principal and
instructional coaches.
Based on the purposeful sampling strategy, the participants within the chosen
district and elementary school included the instructional coaches, teachers at the school, a
district director, assistant principal, and the principal. Each participant was interviewed
using a set interview protocol (See Appendix B, C, and D) to answer questions regarding
how the principal builds leadership capacity in the instructional coach. I developed these
interview questions using an Interview Protocol Matrix (See Appendix A) that utilized
important theoretical underpinnings from key research on complexity leadership,
instructional leadership, and distributed leadership to guide the formulation of interview
questions that would uncover how a principal contributed to building leadership capacity
in the instructional coaches in the elementary school selected for the study.
Due to existing district protocols prohibiting visitors and IRB safety protocols
during the COVID pandemic, I conducted interviews using Zoom. The principal
interview lasted approximately one hour and 40 minutes. The interviews with the
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instructional coaches, teachers, assistant principal, and district director each lasted
approximately one hour. Each interview was recorded. I transcribed each interview to
immerse myself in the data and allow for repeated opportunities to hear the responses of
the participants to the interview questions. I read and analyzed the transcriptions for
common themes within each interview question response across all participants to
analyze each interview transcript line by line (Saldaña, 2009). I grouped the similar
responses to each question and labeled the data with the predominant theme that emerged
from the responses with selective coding (Glaser, 1978; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). I then
compiled the responses in a chart to organize findings, highlight common themes, and
outline the discussion of implications.
Limitations of the Study
While the small sample size limited the generalizability of the findings and only
interviews were used, the findings may be applicable to principals in similar situations
and settings as those studied. The reliance on district level staff identifying participants
who are perceived as effective instructional leaders may have limited the selection of
effective principals. Also, participants were called upon to self-report what they perceive
as relevant information. As noted by Taylor et al. (2015), informants may share aspects
of their work that will paint them in a favorable light and downplay those aspects that are
not as favorable. To counter these limitations, I used informal interviews to snowball or
chain sample the participants in the study. I also interviewed teachers, instructional
coaches, an assistant principal and a district director in addition to the principal to
triangulate the findings of the data.
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I used several methods to overcome the limitations of this study. By using pattern
matching as I looked across the data from different interviewees and their different
interview responses, I was able to ensure credibility of the findings (Yin, 2014). By notetaking during interviews, recording interviews, transcribing interviews, and listening to
interviews repeatedly, I was able to have redundancy in data gathering (Stake, 2006) to
ensure the credibility of findings. I also utilized strategies such as building coherent
justification of themes after examining evidence from different interviewees, member
checking for participants to check for accuracy in the interview transcriptions, and
presenting any information that ran counter to themes to check the accuracy of the
findings (Creswell, 2009).
Definition of Terms


Complexity Leadership Theory (CLT) is a leadership theory that proposes that
outcomes of a system emerge from synchronous actions among agents. It
describes patterns of behavior among dynamically interacting ideas that lead
to change (Lichtenstein et al., 2006), creativity and adaptability (Uhl-Bien et
al., 2007).



Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) are adaptive and innovative systems that
make up an organization affected by internal and external forces affected by
interdependent relationships (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).



Instructional leadership can be defined as direct assistance to teachers, group
development, staff development, curriculum development, and action research
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with the integration of these tasks uniting teachers’ needs with school goals
(Glickman, 1985).


Instructional coach is defined as an educator who acts as a resource at the
school level to assist the principal and the faculty to improve instructional
practices for the purpose of improving student learning (Makibbin & Sprague,
1993).



Distributed Leadership is leadership activity that comes from the interaction
of leaders, followers, and situation with socio-cultural context an integral
defining element. In a school system, this definition constitutes school
leadership of identification, acquisition, allocation, coordination, and use of
the social, material, and cultural resources necessary for teaching and learning
being an outcome of the interaction of leaders and followers experiencing
these demands in a particular context (Spillane et al., 2004).



Leadership capacity is the outcome of interaction of focus, reflection, and
collaboration that equips leaders to lead innovation and development
(Lambert, 2006).
Significance of the Study

In a time when school leaders are responsible for an overwhelming cache of
leadership tasks, this study speaks to those who must navigate the challenges of the
complex adaptive system of the school while being accountable for positively impacting
student achievement and inspiring innovative outcomes. Schools and school districts are
charged with getting greater results while in some cases being given fewer funds to carry
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out the efforts for improvement and being called upon to adjust to ever changing complex
contexts. Principals and district leaders must ensure that the funds expended for human
resources for staff who do not directly serve students through classroom seat time, such
as instructional coaches, are contributing to leadership outcomes that have positive
effects on school systems with the potential of improving student achievement, no matter
the context.
This study is significant in that it yielded an opportunity for school leaders to
learn from the experience of a veteran principal who was navigating the process of
instructional leadership by distributing leadership to instructional coaches while still
holding on to the priority of accountability for student achievement. The principal in this
study had a reputation of positively impacting student achievement and using strategies to
build leadership capacity in others. This study examined how a principal contributed to
building leadership capacity in instructional coaches to enhance teacher growth and
student achievement. By understanding and analyzing interactions of principals who
work with instructional coaches in a process of distributed leadership within a complex
system, other principals across our state and nation can apply behaviors that serve as
catalysts to interactions that will inspire increased leadership capacity in instructional
coaches.
Summary
Chapter 1 is a general overview of the study. In this chapter, I establish the
purpose of the study, an explanation of why the study is important, and theory pertinent
to the foundation of the study. I also include the procedures of the study in Chapter 1.
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Chapter 2 of the study is a review of key literature relevant to the theoretical
framework of the study. I include literature on complexity leadership theory, instructional
leadership and distributed leadership. I also discuss instructional coaches as instructional
leaders, leadership capacity, and the role of principals in building leadership capacity. I
review research relevant to collective inquiry and collective efficacy as it pertains to
building leadership capacity in instructional coaches in Chapter 2.
Chapter 3 is the presentation of the research design and methods used in the
study. I explain the problem, purpose, research question, and delimitations of the study. I
also discuss the methodology and research methods with descriptions of the site
selection, data collection, data analysis and positionality. I conclude the chapter with a
summary of the study design.
Chapter 4 is a presentation of the findings of the study. I include qualitative data
collected during interviews with a district director, teachers, instructional coaches, and a
principal of an elementary school employing instructional coaches as instructional
leaders. I include data analyzed and organized from transcripts from Zoom interviews
with principals, instructional coaches, teachers, and district office personnel.
In Chapter 5, I discuss teacher, principal, assistant principal, district personnel,
and instructional coach perceptions of how the principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches at their school. I include discussion
regarding the connection between the literature presented as part of the theoretical
framework of the study and findings of the study in Chapter 5. Also, in this chapter, I
present implications for practice and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The existing literature on complexity leadership theory, instructional leadership,
and distributed leadership provides foundational underpinnings for understanding the
processes of leadership for principals and instructional coaches as leaders and their work
in schools. This literature establishes the context for examining how principals foster
leadership capacity in the elementary instructional coaches they employ in the complex
adaptive system of the school. It is essential to understand how instructional leadership
emerges when principals work together with instructional coaches to embrace the
responsibility of inspiring high levels of achievement and innovative outcomes in
complex educational and social contexts. As explained by Uhl-Bien et al. (2007), context
in complex adaptive systems is not what happens before, a go-between, or a neutral
factor, but it is the “ambiance that spawns a given system's dynamic persona” (p. 299),
which sets the tone for context responsiveness in leaders handling challenges in our
educational system.
Although much attention is given to examining behaviors, it is important to notice
the context from which behaviors emerge. Language, beliefs, and assumptions are
important to understanding context in addition to culture, setting, and timing (Lambert,
2003). Yukl (2002) noted that effective leaders continuously read the situation and
evaluate how to adapt their behavior to it. This supposition deepens the merit of
understanding that leadership requires effective diagnosis of problems and adopting the
most appropriate response to the issue or situation (Morgan, 1986), which is a
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consideration in the reflexivity of a distributed perspective juxtaposed with a larger view
defined by complexity leadership theory. This literature review is fundamental to
understanding the importance of studying how principals build leadership capacity in
instructional coaches who are sharing in distributing leadership in a complex educational
system.
This chapter includes a review of the research relevant to this study such as
research related to complexity leadership theory (CLT), instructional leadership, and
distributed leadership. Research discussed in the literature review details (a) complexity
leadership theory as an outcome of interaction within complex adaptive systems (CAS) of
administrative leadership, enabling leadership, and adaptive leadership; (b) instructional
leadership as a desired outcome of interaction of principals and instructional coaches as
instructional leaders; (c) distributed leadership as a process within administrative
leadership, enabling leadership, and adaptive leadership within a complex adaptive
system; and (d) leadership capacity.
Complexity Leadership Theory
Complexity leadership theory (CLT) is a leadership perspective rooted in social
network theory that describes how to effectively lead complex organizations (Goldstein
et al., 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), emphasizing that leadership is an outcome of a
process not defined as a singular person, but with socially distributed cognition setting
the stage for situations and contexts to structure and mediate thinking (Gronn, 2000). As
noted by Avolio et al. (2009), viewing the leader and follower in a simple exchange
process does not fully explain the full dynamic of leadership. Uhl-Bien et al. (2007)
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explained that under the auspices of complexity science, organizations must increase their
complexity to the level of the environment rather than trying to simplify and rationalize
their structures, since knowledge development, adaptability, and innovation are optimally
enabled by organizations that are complexly adaptive.
Simply stated, as groups engage in conditions conducive to knowledge
production, leaders enable interactions and interdependencies among agents (people,
ideas, etc.), hierarchical divisions, organizations, and environments to produce outcomes
that build the collective capacity of the group (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). Complexity
leadership theory explains how a complex adaptive system operates within a bureaucracy
with three leadership roles to explore including 1) adaptive leadership which engages
others in brainstorming to overcome a challenge; 2) administrative leadership for formal
planning that follows doctrine; and 3) enabling leadership which minimizes the
constraints of bureaucracy to maximize the potential of followers (Avolio et al., 2009),
with these roles entangled within and across people and actions (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
The complex adaptive system is composed of interdependent agents that can
operate together on the basis of certain rules and localized knowledge that governs the
CAS, while also being able to adapt and emerge based on feedback from the system
(Plowman & Duchon, 2008), which is an apt concept that can be applied to the
complicated system living within a school.
Understanding the fluid leadership roles within complex adaptive systems and the
network dynamics acting within and upon the system are critical to understanding the
interactive process of complexity leadership inherent in schools. While administrative
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leadership is viewed as the bureaucratic function of planning and coordinating activities
within the organization, enabling leadership manages the entanglement between
administrative and adaptive leadership to maneuver the conditions for adaptive leadership
to occur, with adaptive leadership viewed as the source of change in an organization
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
The relationships between principals and instructional coaches, the ever-evolving
contexts found within a school, and the need for developing and implementing learning
programs and supports to inspire high achievement and innovative outcomes serve as a
direct illustration of a complex adaptive system described in complexity leadership
theory (CLT). In CAS, agents, events, and ideas bump into each other in somewhat
unpredictable fashion, and change emerges from this dynamic interactive process (UhlBien et al., 2007). This dynamic interactive process serves as an example of instructional
leadership enacted with the process of distributed leadership within the construct of the
complex adaptive system through the larger lens of complexity leadership.
Using CLT as foundational theory for defining leadership gives substance to the
emergence of teacher leadership alongside principal leadership serving to build
leadership capacity for the sake of improving outcomes of the system. Arena and UhlBien (2016) contended that “the central question addressed by CLT is: How, in the
context of bureaucratic organizing structures, can organizational leaders enable
emergence of the new solutions and innovations needed to survive and thrive in today’s
complex world?” (p. 23). This question is an essential guiding question commensurate
with the plight of principals faced with being accountable for the massive responsibilities
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they face as formal leaders within schools, which supports the conceptual standing that
the larger system dynamic of the school can be better understood through the lens of CLT
and the underlying social network theory.
Developing knowledge and skills to support leadership behaviors is a key
responsibility of principals interacting within the complex adaptive system of a school.
Clarke (2013) defines the importance of developing these skills through the study of
complexity leadership to recognize the need for 1) supporting autocatalysis which
involves leaders organizing the work environment to facilitate interactions among groups;
2) supporting shared leadership by the formal leader role being one of coordinating and
coaching rather than controlling; 3) developing the system’s network by encouraging
increased contact and interactions between team members and helping to develop shared
expectations for working together; 4) supporting shared meaning making by leaders
working with stakeholders to develop a shared vision that helps to frame the context for
network ensembles engaging in generating creative solutions to problems; 5) identifying
barriers to information flows by examining impediments to information entry and
distribution within the social system, counteracting barriers to knowledge exchange; 6)
fostering adaptive tension within the system to facilitate interactive dynamics; and 7)
building social capital by emphasizing the leader’s relational skills and behaviors that
enhance social ties. Examining practice of the principal as an interactive agent alongside
instructional coaches within the complex system of the school, gives credence to the
importance of positioning this study within the constructs of complexity leadership as we
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seek to understand how the practices of the principal affect instructional leadership
outcomes.
Instructional Leadership
While CLT defines the overarching view of the emergence of leadership within
the complex system of an organization, instructional leadership is a construct of the rules
and knowledge governing the school system’s view of leadership and coincides with
administrative leadership, enabling leadership, and adaptive leadership in the complex
adaptive system of a school. The study of instructional leadership was first initiated when
Ronald Edmonds (1979) identified effective schools as having leaders focused on
instruction. In subsequent years, research from Hallinger (2018) and Council of Chief
State School Officers (2008) detailed what an administrator should do as an instructional
leader. Evaluation frameworks that include a student performance component increase
the pressure on leaders to help teachers alter instruction in ways that boost student
achievement (Firestone & Riehl, 2005; U.S. Department of Education, 2010), further
codifying the idea of instructional leadership in terms of actions of instructional leaders.
Instructional leadership is often defined as a blend of several tasks, such as
supervision of classroom instruction, staff development, and curriculum development
(Smith & Andrews, 1989). Glickman (1985) described the five primary tasks of
instructional leadership as direct assistance to teachers, group development, staff
development, curriculum development, and action research. He noted that it is the
integration of these tasks that unites teachers’ needs with school goals. Blasé and Blasé
(1999) distinguished the strategies of making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling,
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using inquiry and soliciting advice and opinions from teachers, and giving praise as
important to instructional leadership. According to Coldren & Spillane (2007),
instructional leadership is also about balancing relationship and focus on instruction
which draws a connection between the social network of a complex adaptive system and
the ideals surrounding instructional leadership as anticipated outcomes of the system as
presented in this study.
Although separating the concepts of leadership and leader is important, literature
outlining the concept of instructional leadership is essential in framing the study of
complex adaptive systems in schools. Reitzug et al. (2008) proposed four concepts of
instructional leadership as either a) relational with emphasis on building high-quality
relationships to encourage improvement; b) linear with concentration on data analysis
and standards alignment; c) organic with principals facilitating continuous inquiry and
discourse; or d) prophetic with leadership based on a clear set of moral values. Centering
on the relational and organic aspects of instructional leadership allows for a greater
understanding of the complex, interrelated collaboration between administrators and
teachers in an environment enhanced by leadership centered on learning (Murphy et al.,
2006). Neumerski (2012) explained that understanding what researchers do and do not
know about instructional leadership will allow researchers to address existing
shortcomings around the “how” of leadership that emerge across (a) the traditional
instructional leadership literature (centered primarily on the principal), (b) the teacher
instructional leadership literature, and (c) the coach instructional leadership literature.
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Recognizing principals, teachers, and instructional coaches as instructional
leaders who are agents within the complex adaptive system interacting with the shared
goal of an emergence of outcomes commensurate with the ideals embodied in the
literature on instructional leadership supports the tenets of complexity leadership theory,
more specifically the role of enabling leadership within the larger construct. Leithwood et
al. (2006) explained that instructional leaders 1) create a productive working environment
for both teachers and students; 2) promote organizational stability; 3) guarantee effective
leadership with the focus on learning; 4) appoint teachers and supporting staff to
implement the curriculum; and 5) monitor school activities and performance.
Instructional leadership is also presented as a leader’s focus being on defining a school’s
mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school learning
environment (Hallinger, 1992; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood et al., 1999). Louis et
al. (2009) shared that teachers and administrators need to understand their roles to be
more successful in the role.
Principals and instructional coaches work together within the school to inspire the
process of instructional leadership. While these individuals interact to encourage
innovative outcomes, their contributions to instructional leadership are framed by the
expectations and defined roles existing within their environment. Both principals and
instructional coaches are called upon to be instructional leaders in this complex adaptive
system.
Principals as Instructional Leaders
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As agents interacting within the complex adaptive system, principals are
considered instructional leaders charged with enacting instructional leadership in schools.
Hallinger (2003) presented the ideal principal as being a strong leader focused on
curriculum and instruction. A principal who is an instructional leader can connect schools
to sources of professional development that concentrate on instruction and student
outcomes, that provide opportunities for feedback and assistance in teachers’ classrooms,
and that are sustained and continuous (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1996; Little,
1995). Neumerski (2013) pointed out that there are claims to what principals should do,
but not enough guidance as to how, why, or whether the work varies by context. Huggins
et al. (2016) also noted that larger scale studies need to be conducted to determine
whether typical case principals intentionally develop other leaders’ personal capacities
and to understand the various ways this occurs across diversified contexts. This is
supportive of the view of Mayrowetz et al. (2007) that as teachers’ roles are redefined as
leaders, so too must administrators’ roles be redefined if they are to maintain their
function as supporting teachers and setting the conditions for their success. Supported by
complexity leadership theory is an implicit view that leadership is a process and that the
recognition of some people rather than others as ‘leaders’ is socially constructed through
the communicative actions of organizational actors (Marion, 2013), which positions
principals as instructional leaders who are able to communicate their beliefs about
teaching and learning through enabling cooperative action based on mutual deliberation
and argumentation to improve instructional outcomes.
Instructional Coaches as Instructional Leaders
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The view of teacher leaders represented in the literature establishes instructional
coaches as instructional leaders. Teacher leaders can be consultants, curriculum
managers, department chairs, mentor teachers, professional development coordinators,
resource teachers, specialists, coaches, and demonstration teachers (Lord & Miller, 2000;
Mangin & Stoelinga (2008). Mangin and Stoelinga (2008) also simplified the definition
of a teacher leader as anyone who takes on “nonsupervisory, school based, instructional
leadership roles” (p. 49). Establishing roles that recognize teachers as primary creators
and re-creators of school culture that supports collaboration and continuous learning will
promote instructional improvement (Darling-Hammond, 1988, Silva et al., 2000).
Instructional coaches work alongside principals as instructional leaders in schools
and as interactive agents within the complex adaptive system. Silva et al. (2000)
described the evolution of teacher leadership in three waves with teachers first serving in
formal roles with the purpose of furthering the efficiency of school operations (e.g.,
department heads, union representatives); moving into a focus on appointing teachers to
roles such as such as curriculum leaders, staff developers, and mentors of new teachers;
then emerging into teachers being a part of “reculturing” schools to maximize teachers’
instructional expertise. This view is similar to that of Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001)
who saw teacher leadership as having three main facets including 1) leadership of
students or other teachers: facilitator, coach, mentor, trainer, curriculum specialist,
creating new approaches, leading study groups; 2) leadership of operational tasks:
keeping the school organized and moving towards its goals, through roles as head of
department, action researcher, member of task forces; and 3) leadership through decision
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making or partnership: membership of school improvement teams, membership of
committees; instigator of partnerships with business, higher education institutions, local
education agencies, and parent teacher associations.
Teacher leadership roles are by their nature ambiguous and, therefore, must
continue to be shaped by context needs, demands, and interactions (Hart, 1994; Stone et
al., 1997). Although much has been shared about the tasks instructional coaches should
complete, little is known about what prompts teachers to step out of the comfort of their
classrooms to become leaders, the nature of their relationships with peers and principals
while they engage in shared leadership responsibilities, or about how they practice
leadership within different settings (Neumerski, 2013).
Instructional coaches are considered instructional leaders using a distributed
leadership perspective in a complex adaptive system. The purposes behind coaching are
more squarely focused on instructional improvement (Neumerski, 2013) since coaching
leads teachers to adopt new teaching strategies (Knight, 2004; Neufeld & Roper, 2003).
Instructional coaching emerged as a type of professional development wherein teacher
learning occurs within the context of everyday instructional practices (Cohen & Ball,
1999; Neuman & Cunningham, 2009). According to Bean (2006), the rationale for
coaching is to improve classroom instruction and ultimately increase student achievement
in the school. Coaches thrive as leaders in a context in which there are positive
relationships and a sense of community in the school (Leana & Fil, 2006).
Analyzing literature on instructional coaches allows for a greater understanding of
coaches as instructional leaders. According to Makibben and Sprague (1993) the
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instructional coach is an educator who acts as a resource at the school level to assist the
principal and the faculty with efforts to improve instructional practices, for the purpose of
improving student learning. Knight (2004) added that when highly qualified instructional
coaches are in place, when they focus on the right teaching methods, and when they take
a partnership approach, real improvement can happen. By extending this reasoning to
consider instructional coaches as agents in the complex adaptive system of the school,
there is a firm connection with the interaction of principal and instructional coaches being
key to adaptive leadership which manifests in complex adaptive systems and interactions
among agents rather than in individuals, and is recognizable when it has significance and
impact (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
Literature regarding work in more than 100 U.S. schools showed that
responsibility for leadership functions typically was distributed among three to seven
people, including administrators and specialists (Camburn et al., 2003). According to
Glanz and Neville (1997), instructional leadership, in its most progressive form, has been
cast as coaching, reflection, collegial investigation, study teams, explorations into
uncertain matters, and problem solving. As Coggins et al. (2003) admitted “between the
vision and the classroom lies the complicated process of building teacher capacity to
enact change” (p. 3). This complicated process draws a parallel to the dynamic enacted
within complex adaptive systems defined in complexity leadership theory, and places an
emphasis on the need to understand interactions between leaders. The creation of the
position of instructional coach as a formal leadership role allows instructional coaches to
move between enabling leadership and adaptive leadership as an agent of influence
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within the dynamic of the school system, but it remains to be seen how principals
contribute to building the capacity for this leadership.
Distributed Leadership
Understanding the literature around instructional leadership is important in
viewing the implications of bureaucracy within the complex system of the school, and
how key leaders interact to satisfy expectations for instructional leadership as it is
distributed within the school setting. As noted by Avolio et al. (2009), simplifying the
exchange process as being between leader and follower does not explain the full
dynamics for leadership, which sets the stage to view the study of interaction between
principal and instructional coach through a distributed leadership framework set within a
broader view of complexity leadership theory.
In this study, the term distributed leadership is used to define a logical lens to
view instructional leadership within the complex adaptive system of the school. By
analyzing the three leadership roles of adaptive leadership, administrative leadership, and
enabling leadership entangled with network dynamics as described by complexity
leadership theory (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), the framework of distributed leadership
juxtaposed within a complex adaptive system is recognizable. As individual agents in
adaptive networks act in an enabling role by adopting behaviors that enhance their
interactive contributions (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), distributed leadership is an apt term to
associate with the behaviors of these agents. Spillane et al. (2001) used the term
distributed leadership to define a theoretical framework for understanding how leadership
practices emerge through the interactions of leaders, followers, and situations. In
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continued study of distributed leadership, Spillane & Diamond (2007) and Spillane et al.
(2003) contended that improving instruction in schools is not primarily in the hands of
the principal but is distributed across a host of leaders such as teacher leaders and
instructional coaches, which according to Leithwood et al. (2004, 2009) required
intentionality on the part of those in formal leadership roles. Hallinger and Heck (2009)
explained that distributed leadership is “leadership that is exercised by the principal along
with other key staff” (p. 102). Strauss and Sacks (2009) added that distributing leadership
may require a significant “push” from the principal in order for more initiative to be
taken up by other school professionals or even students and parents. Principals play a
major role in creating the conditions for distributed leadership and must learn how to
enact distributed leadership (Louis et al., 2009). Clarke (2013) shared the importance of
distributed leadership, or shared leadership, for developing the structure, culture and
processes that together characterize the social system of leadership to capitalize on the
intelligence that is available in a complex adaptive system.
Throughout the literature, there are differing views regarding distributed
leadership and several terms associated with this leadership concept. Gronn (2002)
posited that school leadership has always been distributed. While Harris et al. (2007)
believed that distributed leadership is a label for any shared leadership, Avolio et al.
(2009) referred to the terms shared leadership, distributed leadership, and collective
leadership interchangeably. Other terms commonly used to describe activities that are
distributed among leaders in a school include collaborative, collective, democratic,
participative, shared and distributed instructional leadership (Klar et al., 2015). From a
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normative sense, Robinson (2009) suggested that distributed leadership can be viewed as
synonymous with shared and collaborative leadership which entail sharing or spreading
leadership activities across individuals and roles in the school. The view of sharing or
distributing leadership activities overlaps with relational and complexity leadership, and
differs from more traditional, hierarchical, or vertical models of leadership (Pearce &
Sims, 2002).
Analyzing these differing views is foundational to this study, so that distributed
leadership can be understood as a structure at work within the complex adaptive system
of the school. Gronn (2002) cited workplace imperatives as elements that cause different
forms of interaction and interdependence between personnel which has fueled the need
for distributing work. This is true of the school setting, where the myriad tasks of
principals and focus on collaborative practices inspires distributed leadership. Distributed
leadership is often used interchangeably with collaborative leadership or shared
leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 2009). Distributed leadership is not simply about
delegation of decision making to a co-leader, as implied by Gronn (2002), but a
framework for encouraging interaction and inquiry among leaders built around
procedures or problems in the school. As Spillane (2005) clarified what matters for
instructional improvement and student achievement is not that leadership is distributed,
but how it is distributed, which speaks directly to the importance of understanding
interactions within the system.
Regardless of the verbiage chosen to label this framework of leadership practice
or the finer nuances in differences in perspective around this framework, distributing
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leadership is an important concept to understand in framing the study of complex
adaptive systems. Distributing activities is a process enacted by instructional leaders in
reaction to the demands placed on principals and other leaders involved in school reform
efforts (Harris, 2012). Day (2007) noted that distribution of leadership occurs in a pattern
inﬂuenced by the principal’s understanding of the school context. Lambert (2003)
extended this notion that one must consider the connections or processes among
individual leaders that are in the context, or the culture of an organization when seeking
to understand distributed leadership. Hallinger (2018) recognized that leadership studies
sometimes ignore matters of context, but literature substantiates the existence of multilayers of context within the system of the school wherein principals and other key leaders
interact (Bredeson et al., 2001; Clarke and O’Donoghue, 2017; Hallinger, 2018). Spillane
and Coldren (2011) presented the term situation to refer to where leadership practice
transpires as leaders and followers interact. Clarke and O’Donoghue (2017) emphasized
that in responding to context leaders need to be connected to people, problems and issues,
as well as the culture of the school and the community. Enacting distributed leadership
within a complex adaptive system calls for consideration of this interaction between
leaders and context, and reflection on leadership practices emerging from this interaction.
Distributed leadership is viewed in some literature as a process for improving
outcomes within an organization. Research by Silns and Mulford (2002) has shown that
student outcomes are more likely to improve where leadership sources are distributed
throughout the school community and where teachers are empowered in areas of
importance to them. Distributed leadership can be seen as a way to enhance the
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democratic notion of schooling, increase a school’s efﬁciency and effectiveness, and
build human capacity (Mayrowetz, 2008). Spillane et al. (2004) presented the idea that a
distributed leadership framework can enable leaders to reflect on and analyze their
practice. Robinson (2009) extended this understanding of distributed leadership
explaining that this view could be considered both a theoretical framework for
understanding leadership practices and a strategy for school improvement. She looked at
distributed leadership from a descriptive perspective acknowledging fluid interactions of
leaders and followers influenced by the tasks they complete in fulfilling their role as
leaders. Based on the literature regarding distributed leadership, the view of distributed
leadership within this study embraces both perspectives with distributed leadership being
a descriptive framework emerging as a reflective lens seated within the constructs of
complexity leadership theory, wherein reflection leads to understanding that inspires
actions that impact school improvement.
The proposition of viewing distributed leadership as a framework within the
larger construct of complexity leadership theory fuels this study. This idea is supported
by Torrance’s (2014) view that distributed leadership is context speciﬁc, socially
constructed, negotiated, hierarchical and more complex than people usually realize.
Through analyzing the finer nuances of the existing literature, distributed leadership is
attuned to describing interactions of leaders and noticing how these interactions affect
outcomes that would be connected to school improvement in relation to the school
context. MacBeath et al. (2004) noted that distributed leadership is strategic, although
Mayrowetz (2008) stated that there is limited evidence to show the connection between
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school improvement and distributed leadership. Klar et al. (2015) viewed distributed
leadership as a purposeful approach to increasing school effectiveness through the
involvement of other formal and informal school leaders in leadership activities.
The view of involving formal and informal leaders in leadership activities
supports distributing leadership to instructional coaches within the school. York-Barr &
Duke (2004) regarded teacher leadership as one approach to the distribution of influence
and control in school organizations. According to Harris (2003), teacher leadership
illustrates how distributed forms of leadership can be developed and enhanced to
contribute to school development and improvement. Teacher leadership as distributed
leadership allows for the school system to benefit from the capacities of teacher leaders
within the school as more of its members take advantage of individual strengths. This
idea also allows for members to develop a fuller appreciation of interdependence and
how one’s behavior effects the organization as a whole (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008),
which allows for the contributions of teacher leaders to be realized in a distributed
perspective within a complex system. York-Barr & Duke (2004) and Danielson (2006)
defined teacher leaders as leaders who influence other teachers and colleagues in ways
that improve the teaching and learning environments in their schools. Boles and Troen
(1994) established teacher leadership as a form of collective leadership in which teachers
develop expertise by working collaboratively.
The framework of a distributed lens utilized to observe instructional coaches and
principals working together allows for further study of leadership practice within a
complex adaptive system, which focuses on the interactions among leaders, followers,
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and their contexts around particular leadership tasks (Spillane et al., 2003). Instructional
coaches and principals in a distributed perspective coexist in schools and often share
responsibilities for instructional improvement (Spillane et al., 2004). A distributed lens
suggests that to get at the “how” of leadership, studies should capture instructional
leaders in interaction with one another, their followers, and context around the work of
teaching and learning (Spillane & Diamond, 2007). Literacy coaches and principals do
not work in isolation as instructional leaders but must work together to improve teacher
practice. Leaders are individuals who act in ways that influence the dynamic of the
complex adaptive system and the outcomes of that system (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), which
supports the view of instructional coaches as key leaders through the lens of complexity
leadership theory.
Distributing leadership within the school is an opportunity for growing
individuals as leaders, but also growing the complex adaptive system as a whole.
According to Keene (2000), a successful leader is someone who “conducts the orchestra
in a way that harmonizes the brilliance of each instrument to produce an inspirational
symphony in which the whole is bigger than the sum of the parts” (p. 15). Lambert
(1988) and Little (1995) acknowledged that the teacher leader’s skillful involvement in
the work of leadership is an element for school capacity building. Teacher leadership is
situated in the processes among agents in the complex system, rather than in the skills or
disposition of an individual leader (Lambert, 2003). Regardless of the roles or tasks they
assume, purposefully developed and engaged teacher leaders help build organizational
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capacity within a school culture (Angelle & Schmid, 2007; Lieberman & Miller, 2004;
Stone & Cuper, 2006), further supporting the ideal of distributed leadership in schools.
Leadership Capacity
While the literature substantiates instructional leadership in a complex adaptive
system being enacted through structures of distributed leadership, it is important to
understand how leadership capacity is developed in the leaders sharing in leadership
roles. Leithwood and his colleagues (2008) and Louis et al. (2010) described developing
people as one of four core leadership practices of successful educational leaders.
Capacity can be viewed as the potential of things, individuals, or groups (Newmann et al.,
2000). Stoll (2009) defined capacity as a “quality that allows people, individually and
collectively, to learn from the world around them, applying this learning to new situations
to progress towards goals in an ever-changing context” (p. 125). Stoll (2009) refers to
leadership capacity as a habit of mind. Lambert (2003) described leadership capacity as
evoking leadership from all teachers, including governing assumptions and a framework
for school improvement, and is considered skillful participation in the work of leadership
(Lambert, 1998).
Leadership capacity is not an isolated concept, but impacted by the interrelated
nature of the individual agents within the system as well as the system itself. In Mitchell
and Sackney’s (2011) capacity-building model, personal, interpersonal, and
organizational capacities are dependent on each other and share influence in a complex
system. Within a framework of distributed leadership, collective leadership affords
opportunities for building capacity within the organization by encouraging individuals to
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develop expertise by working together (Harris, 2004). According to Day et al. (2004),
team and shared leadership capacity is emergent and dynamic, developing throughout a
team’s lifespan and varying based on the inputs, processes, and outcomes of the team.
Leadership capacity reinforces and develops further relationships between team members
(Carson et al. 2007). Leadership capacity is a function of 1) broad-based, skillful
participation; 2) shared vision that brings coherence; 3) inquiry-based use of information
to inform decisions and practice; 4) roles and responsibilities that are collaborative and
lead to collective responsibility; 5) reflective practice as the genesis of innovation and
self-organizing practice; and 6) high or steadily improving student performance
(Lambert, 2003).
Barth (1999) explained that leading is everyone’s work and that we grow into
those understandings when we engage with others to make sense of our world, which
encompasses the over-arching view of leaders contributing to building leadership
capacity in others within the complex adaptive system. Complexity leadership tends to be
viewed as a means whereby leaders encourage experimentation, establish consistent
routines, create clear chains of responsibility, promote a learning culture and one that also
recognizes accountability (Hazy and Uhl-Bien, 2013; 2014), which certainly has the
potential to contribute to sense-making within the complex organization of the school to
support building leadership capacity in instructional coaches.
Instructional leaders acting as agents within a complex adaptive system must
attend to building leadership capacity in the system as a whole, but also in its constituent
parts. The art of leadership is the ability to release the potential of those within the
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organization by valuing people and having confidence in their ability to be all that they
are capable of being (Keene, 2000). As principals identify the conditions for capacity
building in schools, it is necessary to understand how learning occurs within the
individuals they work alongside, the small groups established within the school, and the
school as a whole. Leithwood and Mascall (2008) presented that learning does not just
happen naturally in these contexts, and the sources of stimulation for this learning must
be better understood. By understanding what stimulates learning in these units, principals
can respond to demands in our complex world by serving as capacity builders (Stoll et
al., 2002).
The literature stemming from the study of complexity leadership theory and
distributed leadership lead to connections of capacity building in organizations.
Dimmock (2012) likened distributed leadership itself to capacity building citing that
distributing leadership increases capacity which leads to better use of intellectual and
social capital. When engaging in the inquiry process inspires distributed leadership there
can be collective capacity building which may fuel school improvement (Mayrowetz,
2008) with unusually effective schools showing a consistent commitment to inquiry
(Levine and Lezotte, 1990). Learning through inquiry, participation, and reflection within
a community builds leadership capacity, which is supported by Lambert (2003). The ideal
of inquiry as sense-making that emerges through data collection, action, experience, and
conversation (Ancona, 2012) supports the premise that principals, through purposeful
interaction with instructional coaches, can contribute to building capacity in instructional
coaches. As noted by Marion and Gonzalez (2014), principals or other school leaders
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might actively bracket events in ways that shape people’s sense-making, subsequently
impacting the process of capacity building.
There is also a clear connection within the literature of what leaders do to impact
building capacity. Louis et al. (2010) reported essential activities of leaders for
developing people that include providing individualized support and consideration,
offering intellectual stimulation, and modelling appropriate values and practices. Stoll
and Bolam (2005) explained that building capacity in schools involves creating
supportive environments, providing learning opportunities and ensuring all of the various
activities are interconnected. This view is also supported by literature that describes
building capacity as a process of constructing new knowledge with the principal’s role
being one who supports the development of leaders’ personal capacities (DragoSeverson, 2012; Mangin, 2007; Prestine & Nelson, 2005). According to Huggins et al.
(2016), principals can contribute to building leadership capacity in others by (a)
appreciating strengths versus addressing weaknesses, (b) facilitating thinking versus
providing solutions, (c) engaging inquiry-guided reflections versus experience-guided
reflections, and (d) assessing leadership learning in context versus assessing responses to
verbal feedback. These findings are similar to Mitchell & Sackney (2011) who reported
that principals should intentionally reflect on the knowledge of the leaders and utilize
these practices for empowering others to develop personal capacities which lead to the
development of leadership capacity. Mangin (2007) and Matsumura et al. (2009) shared
the role principals play in building leadership capacity in elementary school teacher
leaders.
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It is important to understand what principals do to build capacity, but just as
important to understand how they enact these measures from a relational perspective. As
noted by York-Barr & Duke (2016), the relationship established between teacher leaders
and their principals is consistently identified as a strong influence on teacher leadership.
Harris (2003) cited one of the main areas of focus for capacity building is improving
teachers’ self-confidence to act as leaders in schools. Moller & Pankake (2006) and
Murphy (2005) also noted the critical need for principals to develop trusting relationships
with teachers to develop a school culture that will support distributed leadership with the
potential for building capacity. Principals must utilize their own personal capacities of
commitment to developing leadership capacity, understanding leadership development as
a process, and having a tolerance for risk in order to enact leadership capacity building
activities (Huggins et al., 2017). Teachers need a framework of support and expectations
to feel comfortable engaging in distributed leadership activities that have the potential to
encourage the development of leadership capacity (Frost & Durrant, 2003). The
intentional interactions of principals can offer a starting point for this framework of
support, and must be analyzed closely.
Conceptual Framework
The perspectives fueling this study are seated in complexity leadership theory as a
precis for the analysis of interactions intertwined with a look into the research of
distributed leadership for defining behaviors that inspire interactions of the leaders in
relation to school goals and learning outcomes. The complexity leadership field lacks
substantive research which is a result of the difficulties in assessing an emergent

42

construct within a dynamically changing context (Avolio et al., 2009). Distributed
leadership focuses on interactions between leaders and considers setting. It is only natural
to connect the literature on principals and instructional coaches as they are instructional
leaders in a distributed perspective of structure that enables instructional leadership
within the new context established by the need for establishing virtual learning platforms
in elementary schools.
According to Neumerski (2013) integrating the literatures on principals, teacher
leaders, and coaches by analyzing through a distributive perspective [within the construct
of complex adaptive systems] might create a comprehensive framework on instructional
leadership such that what is known in one area can inform work in another.
Contemporary theoretical and empirical accounts of the conditions required for
development of motivation and capacity on the part of those in schools to productively
engage in improvement efforts with which leaders have some attachment fuels
modification and extension of distributed leadership (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008), which
allows for teacher leadership to emerge through distributed leadership. Spillane and
Halverson (2001) described the distributive perspective as being rooted in concepts from
distributed cognition and activity theory wherein social context is an integral part of
intelligent activity. According to Tourish (2019), complexity resides in the interaction of
the parts which require study, as well as the interactions within the parts concerned (e.g.
within dyads, small groups and wider organizational systems) which include principal
and instructional coach.
Figure 1
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Complexity Leadership Theory, Instructional Leadership and Distributed Leadership

Complexity
Leadership

Instructional
Leadership

Distributed
Leadership

The conceptual framework of this study considering complexity leadership,
instructional leadership, and distributed leadership as coexisting foundations acting on
complex adaptive systems is illustrated in Figure 1. By positioning this study within the
realm of complexity leadership theory, there is evidence for the need to study the
interaction between principals and instructional coaches to fully understand how
principals contribute to building capacity in instructional coaches as they work together
in complex adaptive systems to fulfill the tasks associated with instructional leadership
utilizing a distributed framework. As literature on instructional leadership focuses on
what leaders should do, distributed leadership and complexity leadership theory share a
commonality in valuing the interactions of leaders within a setting. Spillane (2005) noted
that the distributed perspective frames leadership practice in a particular way; leadership
practice is viewed as a product of the interactions of school leaders, followers, and their
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situation. Rather than viewing leadership practice as a product of a leader's knowledge
and skill, the distributed perspective defines it as the interactions between people and
their situation. Leaders act in situations that are defined by others' actions. From a
distributed perspective, it is in these interactions that leadership practice emerges, as
individuals play off one another and use structures, routines, and tools to act (Spillane,
2005). Distributed leadership is considered in this research as part of the structures and
routines at work within the complex adaptive system of the school.
In this view, distributed leadership is a structure affecting the practice of leaders
in a complex system. As discussed by Uhl-Bien et al. (2007), complexity leadership
theory (CLT) is a framework for studying emergent leadership dynamics in relationship
to bureaucratic superstructures and identifies three types of leadership as adaptive,
enabling, and administrative. The larger construct of the complex system allows for
agents to move within these different types of leadership. As noted by Keene (2000), we
are in dynamic interaction with our environment and are part of the process that creates
the environment. As agents interact to move between administrative leadership, enabling
leadership, and adaptive leadership, the structures and expectations imposed by
distributed leadership are at work within the complex adaptive system.
Summary
The existing literature on complexity leadership theory, instructional leadership,
and distributed leadership gives a foundation for expectations and goals for principals and
instructional coaches and their work in schools. Review of the literature in this connected
manner shows areas that need to be analyzed more closely to understand how principals
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and coaches work together to enact leadership behaviors that contribute to teachers
improving instructional practice. Viewing this literature as a natural progression of the
construct of complexity leadership theory gives credence to the need for studying the
interactions between principals and instructional coaches to determine how principals
contribute to developing leadership capacity in these leaders. It is of critical importance
to study this interaction under the auspices of the research question: How does a principal
foster leadership capacity in an elementary school instructional coach in a complex
adaptive system through the lens of complexity leadership?
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN
As discussed in both Chapter One and Chapter Two, the existing research on
complexity leadership theory, instructional leadership, and distributed leadership
provides for understanding the processes of leadership for principals and instructional
coaches as leaders. There is little research to provide a greater understanding of how
principals build leadership capacity in the instructional coaches that share the helm as
instructional leaders in the school. In this study, I aimed to uncover how a principal
fosters leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in an elementary school through
the lens of complexity leadership.
In this chapter, I include details of the research design. I describe the statement of
the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, delimitations, methodology, and
research methods. I also share information regarding the site selection, participants, data
collection, data analysis, and my positionality in this study.
Statement of the Problem
Principals share workload as instructional leaders with instructional coaches in
elementary schools, while still being ultimately responsible for instructional outcomes
and student achievement. The problem at hand is that principals are not always adept at
assisting and supporting instructional coaches in their growth as instructional leaders.
Existing research examines what instructional leaders need to do to be effective
instructional leaders; however, the research examining how principals who interact with
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instructional coaches can intentionally foster leadership capacity in the instructional
coaches they employ is limited.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory. By understanding and analyzing
interactions of a principal and instructional coaches in a process of distributed leadership,
other principals across our state and nation can apply the findings of this study to
contribute to building capacity in instructional coaches as collective agents in adaptive
leadership responsive to the current school context. This study was intended to present
effective strategies for building leadership capacity in instructional coaches so that
positive change in teacher development and student achievement can be enacted in our
schools through solid instructional leadership that transpires out of the growth of
instructional coaches as formal leaders who contribute to the outcomes of complex
leadership.
Research Question
In this descriptive qualitative study, I explored the results of sets of teacher,
principal, instructional coach, and district personnel responses to interview questions
pertaining to how a principal contributed to developing capacity in instructional coaches
as instructional leaders. This study aimed to answer the following research question:
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How does a principal foster leadership capacity in an elementary school
instructional coach in a complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity
leadership?
Delimitations
The delimitations of this study were directly connected to the research design of
the descriptive qualitative study. In order to better understand how a principal contributed
to building leadership capacity in instructional coaches, the interactions between the
principal and instructional coaches needed to be uncovered. In order to uncover these
interactions, I interviewed agents within the system with first-hand knowledge and
experiences of their interactions. This descriptive qualitative design constituted the
process of interviewing principals, instructional coaches, teachers, and district level staff
involved in the process of instructional leadership in an elementary school. By
interviewing this group, data was triangulated to corroborate the experiences noted by
principals and instructional coaches with the observations of teachers and district staff
who were active agents in the process of developing and implementing learning programs
in the elementary school. This design offered an opportunity to capture a greater
understanding of how a principal contributed to building capacity in instructional
coaches.
Methodology
I constructed this descriptive qualitative study to explore how a principal builds
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in an elementary school through the lens
of complexity leadership. In considering the methodology of the study, I contemplated
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the view of Glesne (2016) that “methodologies are philosophies in dialog with each other
and with prevailing intellectual and cultural thought” (p. 26). I used phenomenology as a
philosophical perspective in this study, which is viewed as an in-depth inquiry into a
topic with “the researcher seeking to understand the experiences and perceptions of each
participant” (Glesne, 2016, p. 290). By reflecting on Patton’s (2002) explanation of
unique case orientation and the “richness, depth, meaning, and contribution” (p. 55) of
case study to qualitative research by describing a person, event, or unit in depth and detail
in context, I also incorporated methods from case study research in this descriptive
qualitative study design to fully understand the contributions of the principal to building
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in the school.
Phenomenology
I designed this study with the belief that practitioners can learn from the
experiences of others as well as from theory. Phenomenology is rooted in the concept of
gaining a deeper understanding of the meaning of everyday experiences. According to
Patton (2002), using phenomenology conveys that it is important to know what people
experience and how they interpret the world, but the only way for us to really know what
people experience is to experience the phenomenon as directly as possible for ourselves. I
designed this study to bring practitioners into the lived experiences of a principal and
three instructional coaches, so that principals in the field can learn from the experiences
of the principal in the study as he works alongside the instructional coaches in the school.
Phenomenology is used to capture the perceptions of people who are experiencing
a unique time in their lives. As noted by Glesne (2016), “generally, the experiences
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sought coalesce around a major transition or a significant event in the life of that
person…The researcher seeks to understand how the participants make sense of such
experiences” (p. 290). Based on this perspective, phenomenology is inherent to the study
of how a principal contributes to building leadership capacity in instructional coaches,
especially when the instructional coaches are new to a school or new to working with the
principal. I considered this factor in the selection of participants, which I will discuss in a
subsequent section.
Unique Case Orientation
Although my study was not a case study, I drew upon methods that are similar to
case study design. Patton (2002) explained that studying information-rich cases provides
insight and in-depth understanding, with a case being “a person, an event, a program, an
organization, a time period, a critical incident, or a community” (p. 55). I viewed the
complex adaptive system of the school as an organization and recognized the importance
of describing the behaviors of the principal in that organization in depth and detail as he
interacted with instructional coaches. I recognized that in selecting a site and participants,
it was important to choose a person for study who was information rich “because they are
unusual or special in some way, such as outstanding successes or notable failures”
(Patton, 2002, p. 231). By incorporating unusual case orientation using purposeful
sampling to choose an extreme case sample (Patton, 2002), I increased the significance of
the study by describing the experiences and behaviors of a principal noted for outstanding
success in improving academic achievement.
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I chose to use interviewing as the source of data in this descriptive qualitative
study. In using case study orientation, the event history of interactions can be uncovered
using structured interviews (Yin, 2014). In the context of this study, I chose to interview
the people at the school who had first-hand knowledge of the interactions between the
principal and the instructional coaches.
Although I did not utilize a true case study design, I incorporated a unique case
orientation in the methodology of my study. According to Stake (2006), case study is an
appropriate way to understand complicated problems within complex situations. By
drawing on case study orientation in the methodology of my study, I developed the
research methods to illicit rich detail in this descriptive qualitative study. In the next
paragraph, I explain the research methods for the study.
Research Methods
Over the course of several months, I conducted interviews using a semi-structured
interview protocol that included questions that are consistent across interviews with the
freedom to ask follow up questions if needed (Brenner, 2006). In the subsequent sections,
I provided details regarding site selection, participants, data collection, and data analysis.
Site Selection
To begin the process of site selection for this descriptive qualitative study, I
communicated with district office personnel in districts to determine a district that would
allow research during the COVID pandemic. I explained the background and purpose of
my study with the district office personnel informally during phone conversations.
During a conversation with a district instruction department leader in one of the districts,
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I was provided information about three schools in the district that the department leader
felt would be appropriate for the study. I spoke with another district leader in the
instruction department in the same district about my study. The district leader provided
two of the same names as the first district office staff member, but explained that one of
the principals in one of the schools she mentioned was very special. I spoke informally
with the superintendent in the district after a meeting we both attended. He stated that the
principal at one of the schools mentioned by the other district staff members was
specifically brought in to work in the district and in that particular school to improve
student achievement in the school and in the district based on his reputation for
improving achievement in schools where he had been the principal previously. Through
this process of using chain sampling (Patton, 2002), I was able to communicate
informally with administrators in the district to identify an appropriate site for the study
that would provide rich information about how the principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in instructional coaches in the school.
I selected the school for this study based on the input from the aforementioned
district leaders. Each of the district leaders pointed to this school as having historically
low achievement scores on state accountability measures, but marked improvement in
formative data over the past two years since the new principal has been hired. With the
onset of the COVID pandemic, state accountability measures were not reported
consistently in South Carolina, so there was no formal comparable data to use from state
accountability for site selection.
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In each of the informal conversations with district leaders, the principal was
described as someone who expected everyone to take on a leadership role in the school.
The district leaders also shared that the principal had a unique way of doing things and
did not follow the usual structures of meeting with grade level teams formally. One of the
district leaders that I spoke with mentioned that the principal at this particular site did not
believe in having meetings, which went against what some of the other principals and
district leaders believed. The district leader stated that the principal’s decision to not have
formal meetings had been accepted mainly because of the results the principal gets.
According to one of the district directors, this school has seen high turnover rates in
principals as well as in staff members. The principal at this school was hired in this
school to “turn the school around” according to one of the district staff members I
interviewed informally by phone.
The site for the study was an elementary school in South Carolina, referred to as
Cypress Point Elementary (all names are pseudonyms). Cypress Point Elementary was a
school with approximately 500 students, situated in a historic mill community in the
district. I found that this school was historically considered one of the lowest rated
schools in the district due to low achievement and was perceived as making marked gains
quickly. The site also had three instructional coaches working alongside the principal.
The instructional coaches were employed for one to two years in the instructional coach
position at the school, to which I inferred as being a transitional time for the principal and
instructional coaches from a phenomenological perspective (Glesne, 2016). Also, the
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district administrators recommended the principal working at the school as an
instructional leader who worked to develop leadership capacity in instructional coaches.
Although I had spoken to district office leaders and the district superintendent
informally, I obtained formal approval from the superintendent before beginning the
study. I contacted the principal, instructional coaches, and other participants in the study
using formal correspondence explaining the study and informed consent to determine if
the principal and instructional coaches would agree to participate in my study. I obtained
IRB approval from Clemson University before taking any steps toward completing my
study.
Participants
The participants in this study included a principal, three instructional coaches,
three teachers, an assistant principal, and a district director who were all working together
at Cypress Point Elementary. I selected the principal using a chain sampling process
(Patton 2002) with district leaders, but also selected the teachers using purposeful
sampling since the “logic and power of purposeful sampling lie in selecting informationrich cases for study in depth” (Patton, 2002, p. 230), whose experiences illuminated the
questions under study. By comparing the responses of the principal, assistant principal,
and instructional coaches during interviews, I was able to determine teachers that could
be information-rich sources of data to corroborate or clarify the data that I collected from
the principal and instructional coaches. I also had an informal interview with the assistant
principal by phone in addition to the semi-structured in-depth interview to uncover
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teachers that had first-hand knowledge of the interactions between the principal and the
instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary.
I assigned pseudonyms to each participant. I assigned these names as a way to
protect anonymity and to help the reader identify with the experiences of each participant
as a human being who may share in a common perspective with the reader (Patton, 2002,
p. 231). I did not report specific identifying information that would interfere with
confidentiality in the study.
Although the principal that I selected for my study, Mr. Hayes, had been in
education for over 40 years and was a veteran principal with a reputation for improving
test scores in several schools, he had only been principal at Cypress Point Elementary for
two years. Mr. Hayes had retired but returned to the principalship at the request of the
superintendent in the district, who asked Mr. Hayes to choose the school he would like to
join as principal. According to Mr. Hayes, he looked at the report cards of the schools in
the district and chose Cypress Point Elementary because he felt that he could help “turn
things around” by doing the things that had worked for him in the past.
Ms. Saint, the assistant principal at Cypress Point Elementary, had also been at
the school for two years. She shared that her time at Cypress Point was her first
experience as an assistant principal. She was in the district previously in other schools as
a teacher and an instructional coach for technology. According to the district director, the
principal, and several of the teachers interviewed, Ms. Saint was the administrator on the
team at Cypress Point Elementary that handled organizational matters that required
record-keeping and formal communication and served as the “right hand” of Mr. Hayes.
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Ms. Peters, the district director, was selected as a participant in this study based
on her professional connections to Mr. Hayes and the instructional coaches as well as her
high level of interaction with both Mr. Hayes and the instructional coaches. In Ms.
Peters’ district leadership role, she develops, organizes, and implements professional
development in the district. She also serves as a resource for principals as she works with
them on curriculum implementation. Ms. Peters is considered a district supervisor of the
instructional coaches in the district, while principals are considered building level
supervisors who work closely with the instructional coaches on a day to day basis.
Ms. Constant was an instructional coach working with kindergarten, first grade,
and second grade teachers. She had been a literacy coach in the district for eight years,
but this was her first year at Cypress Point Elementary. She had been a teacher in the
district prior to her experiences as an instructional coach, but not at Cypress Point
Elementary.
Ms. White was an instructional coach at Cypress Point Elementary who worked
with third grade, fourth grade, and fifth grade teachers. She had been at the school for a
year, which was also her first year as an instructional coach. She served as a literacy
coach in the school. Prior to her time as a literacy coach, she taught fifth grade students
for eighteen years in a neighboring school district.
Ms. Anders had been an instructional coach at Cypress Point Elementary for two
years. She worked with all grade levels in the school. She assisted teachers in all areas as
an instructional coach. Prior to joining Cypress Point Elementary, she was a teacher in a
neighboring district.
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Ms. Johnson, Ms. Scott, and Ms. Timms were all teachers at Cypress Point
Elementary. Each of these teachers were selected based on their knowledge and
experiences with the principal and the instructional coaches and their agreement to
participate in the study. While I did reach out to additional teachers to participate, there
were several who cited family obligations and health issues as reasons for not wanting to
participate.
Ms. Johnson had been teaching at Cypress Point Elementary for 30 years. She
was identified by the assistant principal and district director as an informal leader in the
school. She was perceived as highly esteemed by her colleagues based on the number of
years of service, her loyalty to the school, and her willingness to do whatever it takes to
teach the children at Cypress Point Elementary. She taught second grade at the time of
the study and worked with Ms. Constant on a regular basis. She had also worked with
Ms. Anders before Ms. Constant joined the staff at the school.
Ms. Scott had been teaching at the school for seven years. She was identified by
the assistant principal and district director as a teacher who had worked closely with the
instructional coaches. Ms. Scott was a third-grade teacher who worked closely with Ms.
White.
Ms. Timms was also a teacher at Cypress Point Elementary. She had been
teaching at the school for four years as a teacher for students who are English Language
Learners. Due to serving students in all grade levels, Ms. Timms had experiences with all
three of the instructional coaches. As Ms. Timms moved from classroom to classroom,
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picking up students or assisting students in their classrooms, she observed Mr. Hayes and
the instructional coaches interacting on a regular basis.
Of the instructional coaches who participated in my study, two of the coaches
were experiencing their first year in the school and one of the coaches was in their second
year at the school. Based on their grade level job assignments, instructional coaches had
interactions with different teachers at Cypress Point Elementary which made purposeful
sampling even more important to this study. For a visual depiction of the school-based
participants, see Figure 3.1.
Figure 3.1
School-Based Participants

Mr. Hayes
Principal

Ms. Constant

Ms. Anders

Ms. White

K-2 Coach

K-5 Coach

3-5 Coach

Ms. Johnson

Ms. Timms

Ms. Scott

2nd Grade Teacher

K-5 Teacher

3rd Grade Teacher

Data Collection
As part of this descriptive qualitative study design, I conducted interviews as a
method of data collection to elicit rich detail about the lived experiences of participants.
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According to Patton (2002), “qualitative data describe…They capture and communicate
someone else’s experience of the world in his or her own words. Qualitative data tell a
story” (p. 47). I chose interviewing as the main source of data collection to get to the
heart of the lived experiences of the principal, instructional coaches, assistant principal,
teachers, and district director. As noted by Glesne (2016), the opportunity to learn about
what you cannot see and to explore alternative explanations of what you do see is the
special strength of in-depth interviewing” (p. 97). Only through interviewing could I get
to the experiences, perceptions, and explanations of how the principal in this study
contributed to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches at Cypress Point
Elementary.
For all interviews, I used a standard interview protocol (see Appendix B, C, and
D) to establish a line of inquiry (Yin, 2009) related to complexity leadership,
instructional leadership, distributed leadership, leadership capacity, and interactions
between the principal and instructional coach. I developed these interview questions
using an Interview Protocol Matrix (See Appendix A) that utilized important theoretical
underpinnings from key research on complexity leadership, instructional leadership, and
distributed leadership to guide the formulation of interview questions that would uncover
how a principal contributed to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in
the elementary school selected for the study.
Using a semi-structured interview approach, I used general questions to establish
context. Then, I presented questions regarding roles of key leaders to determine how
leadership is intentionally distributed and structured in the school (Leithwood et al.,
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2007). I developed these interview questions to obtain experiential descriptions related to
the research question (Stake, 2006). As noted by Creswell (2009), “the intent of these
questions is to explore the complex set of factors surrounding the central phenomenon
and present the varied perspectives or meanings that participants hold” (p. 129). I allowed
for clarification and follow-up questions to illicit a deeper understanding of the
experiences of the participants.
As a safety measure during the COVID pandemic, I conducted interviews for this
study using Zoom. While the principal interview lasted approximately one hour and 40
minutes, the interviews with all other participants lasted approximately one hour. I
recorded the interviews through Zoom to maintain both a video and audio transcription of
the interviews. I took some notes during the interviews to document what was said but
concentrated on giving my attention to the interviewees. I transcribed each of the
interviews myself so that I could “be immersed in the interviews with opportunities to
listen again to what was said and to reflect on the topic and on the interview process
itself” (Glesne, 2016, p. 119). I used pseudonyms for all participants as well as for the
site of the study. See Table 3.1 for an additional description of interviewees.
Table 3.1
Description of Interviewees
Pseudonym

Job Assignment

Years in that Role at Cypress Point

Mr. Hayes

Principal

2

Ms. Saint

Assistant Principal

2

Ms. Peters

District Director

3
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Ms. Constant

Instructional Coach

1

Ms. White

Instructional Coach

1

Ms. Anders

Instructional Coach

2

Ms. Johnson

Teacher

30

Ms. Scott

Teacher

7

Ms. Timms

Teacher

4

Due to safety protocols during the COVID pandemic, I was unable to visit
Cypress Point Elementary to collect data through observations. The stipulation that I
could not engage in on-site visits to the school affected my decision to use interviews as
the source of data in this descriptive qualitative study. Based on responses of the district
director, assistant principal, teachers, and instructional coaches, impromptu, informal
meetings sometimes happened without a schedule, but using Zoom to join those meetings
would have been disruptive to the natural flow and an invasive research practice. There
were not meeting notes and meeting agendas available since informal information sharing
happened as feedback during the day rather than structured meetings in this setting.
Data Analysis
I used thematic analysis as a strategy for data analysis in this descriptive
qualitative study. Glesne (2016) explained a strength of thematic analysis being “it’s
ability to help reveal underlying complexities as you seek to identify tensions and
distinctions, and to explain where and why people differ from a general pattern” (p. 184).
I analyzed the data that I collected from each interview. I took each question of the
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interview and identified the evidence that addressed each question (Yin, 2014). I
continued this process until I addressed all of the interview questions and the research
question. I organized the data in a chart to display data, offering a clear visual for
analyzing the data. I grouped similar responses to each question and labeled the similar
responses with the predominant theme that emerged from the responses with selective
coding (Glaser, 1978; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). I then compiled these responses in a chart
to organize findings, highlighted common themes, and outlined the discussion of
implications.
I compiled data by themes in a chart to organize findings, analyzed patterns in
common themes, and outlined discussion of implications using this data. As noted by
Glesne (2016), “making comparisons is an analytical step in identifying patterns within a
particular theme” (p. 184). I studied and analyzed data to determine patterns and compare
to themes within the interviews of each interviewee to triangulate data and corroborate
repeating themes (Yin, 2009).
The initial analysis of data included identification of patterns that uncovered
broad themes in the areas of communication, expectations, and involvement that are
emergent properties affected by the principal’s practice. These emergent properties
contributed to how the principal at Cypress Point Elementary built leadership capacity in
instructional coaches working within the school. When viewed through the lens of
complexity leadership theory, these emergent properties of communication, expectations,
and involvement were considered as interconnected elements at work within the complex
adaptive system.
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In a second level analysis, I looked at evidence of each theme across interview
questions to determine schemata to categorize commonalities and characteristics of these
interconnected elements to describe application of the elements in context of the
relationship and interactions between the principal and instructional coach within the
complex adaptive system. The key findings that emerged from the analysis can be further
delineated as the principal (a) engaging in and modeling communication and interactions
that promote leadership; (b) defining roles and expectations in the context of shared
vision; and (c) encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader, which contributed to
building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in Cypress Point Elementary I
discussed these findings more thoroughly in Chapter 4, but the findings can be viewed
here in table form (see Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4).
Table 3.2
Communication that Builds Leadership Capacity
Key Finding: The principal contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional
coaches by engaging in and modeling communication and interactions that promote
leadership
Thematic Category
Characteristic Responses
Open sharing and transparent
(a) open dialogue with direct communication
communication that encourages
of any issues and opportunities to problem
improvement
solve together
(b) opportunities to model thinking and
leadership processes
(c) interactions that promote thinking
(d) conversations supported by action to put
the right people in the right places at the
right time, even if it means getting out of
their comfort zone
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Open sharing and transparent
communication that builds confidence

(e) interactions that hold instructional
coaches accountable for the expectations that
have been discussed according to their
defined roles
(a) showing that experience and knowledge
of all team members are valued
(b) valuing the idea of service to others in
what you say and your actions
(c) showing mutual respect for all team
members and the job by using words that are
calm, complimentary, encouraging, yet direct
(d) making the literacy coach feel important
by letting them know their work matters and
that they are experts in the field

Serving others to model leadership

(e) including praise, positive feedback, and
corrective feedback if needed with specific
naming of the desired behaviors observed
(a) using language that shows intentional
service
(b) interacting to serve others consistently
(c) encouraging others to engage in serving
others_____________________________

Table 3.3
Expectations that Build Leadership Capacity
Key Finding: The principal contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional
coaches by defining roles and expectations in the context of shared vision
Thematic Category
Characteristic Responses
Defining Roles and Expectations in the
(a) communicating roles and expectations
Context of the Shared Vision
to instructional coaches
(b) encouraging coaches to reinforce the
expectations with others based on the
shared vision established in the school
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(c) respecting the position and trusting the
knowledge of the coaches as they live into
the expectations and defined role set for
instructional coaches in the building.
Table 3.4
Involvement that Builds Leadership Capacity
Key Finding: The principal contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional
coaches by encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader
Thematic Category
Characteristic Responses
Encouraging Visibility and Involvement
(a) modeling consistent involvement in
as a Leader
the school
(b) assigning the coaches to opportunities
that would explicitly show them and
others their roles as leaders
(c) encouraging coaches to identify other
leaders in the school
(d) showing the instructional coach that it
is powerful to be an instructional leader
Positionality Statement
As a former instructional coach and principal, I was often intrigued by the larger
complex system at work within the school. I recognized through my experiences that
leadership is a dynamic process affected by more than just the actions of leaders working
together in the school. I observed time, culture, history, emotions, events, people, rules,
norms, and attitudes intermingled to affect the school and the individuals within the
school, which made me curious about how distributed leadership practices were a part of
the larger functioning of the complex system of the school.
As a current instructional leader collaborating with principals, instructional
coaches, and other district office staff, I am interested in studying themes that I encounter

66

in my own practice. I brought my knowledge and personal experience as practitioner to
my research, which helped me build trust with participants in my research. My
experience also helped me to understand and interpret their stories.
My experiences in education fueled my passion for my research; however, it is
imperative that I used sound research methods to guard from my own opinions flavoring
my research so that my findings were legitimate. I engaged in on-going self-reflection to
identify any potential biases or assumptions that I may have that would influence the
legitimacy of my research. By using pattern matching as I looked across the data from
different interviewees and their different interview responses, I was able to ensure
credibility of the findings (Yin, 2014). By note-taking during interviews, recording
interviews, transcribing interviews, and listening to interviews repeatedly, I was able to
have redundancy in data gathering (Stake, 2006) to ensure the credibility of findings. I
also utilized strategies such as building coherent justification of themes after examining
evidence from different sources, member checking for participants to check for accuracy,
and presenting any information that ran counter to themes to check the accuracy of the
findings (Creswell, 2009). I also used rich, thick description to make use of interview
transcripts to write descriptively, allowing readers to understand the context for my
interpretations (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Using these strategies increased the
trustworthiness of my research in this descriptive qualitative study.
Summary
In this chapter, I described the research design used in this descriptive qualitative
study. I presented phenomenology as a philosophical methodology that I used to examine
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the overarching research question of how does a principal foster leadership capacity in an
elementary school instructional coach in a complex adaptive system through the lens of
complexity leadership. I discussed the infusion of a unique case orientation to the
descriptive qualitative study research design for determining the methods utilized in the
study. I shared a detailed description of the site selection that was appropriate given the
use of a distributed leadership framework with principals and instructional coaches
working together as key leaders in establishing and implementing learning programs in
their school or district. I discussed the data collection from in-depth interviews and data
analysis using pattern analysis to uncover common themes and triangulate the data that I
collected. I present the results of my study in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory. The study uncovered what one
principal in an elementary school in South Carolina did to build leadership capacity in the
coaches in the school. I collected data from in-depth interviews and analyzed the data for
themes in order to uncover how a principal fosters leadership capacity in an elementary
school instructional coach in a complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity
leadership. In this chapter, I present the findings thematically to address the research
question.
Overview of the Study
I used a qualitative approach to address the research question: How does a
principal foster leadership capacity in an elementary school instructional coach in a
complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity leadership? I conducted nine indepth interviews with staff members associated with Cypress Point Elementary, a school
in South Carolina. The participants included a principal, an assistant principal, a district
director, three teachers, and three instructional coaches. I conducted the interviews via
Zoom. I also recorded the interviews and transcribed the interviews myself. After
extensive review and multiple readings of the data, I identified major themes within and
across interview responses to answer the research question. As noted by Yin (2014), I
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employed an analytic strategy by searching for promising patterns, insights, or concepts
that emerged as I manipulated the data to uncover how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory.
Findings
I uncovered three major findings in this study based on the interview data that I
collected. In this particular context, the principal at Cypress Point Elementary school
contributed to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in this school by:
(a) engaging in and modeling communication and interactions to promote leadership; (b)
defining roles and expectations in the context of shared vision; and (c) encouraging
visibility and involvement as a leader. While these three major findings were essential to
understanding the practices employed by the principal to build leadership capacity in the
instructional coaches in this study, I also uncovered subthemes within each of these key
findings to offer in-depth description of the lived experiences of the principal and
instructional coaches. I explained these subthemes to offer explicit examples within each
finding of how the principal in this study contributed to building leadership capacity in
the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary. These subthemes are relevant as
extensions of the existing body of literature and contribute to new knowledge in this field
of study. I discussed these three major findings and corresponding subthemes in detail in
the subsequent sections of this chapter.
Engaging in and Modeling Communication and Interactions to Promote Leadership
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At Cypress Point Elementary, the principal contributed to building leadership
capacity in the instructional coaches in the school by engaging in and modeling
communication and interactions that promote leadership. Two subthemes of this key
finding include the principal encouraging coaches to have open sharing and transparent
communication that mirrors the communication style of the principal, as well as the
principal encouraging the instructional coaches to serve others as he serves in an effort to
take away barriers that would keep teachers and students from being successful.
Encouraging Open Sharing and Transparent Communication
Throughout the experiences shared by interview participants in this study, I
noticed a pattern in the descriptions of Mr. Hayes’ communication style. Participants in
the study described Mr. Hayes as encouraging open sharing and transparent
communication within the context of this particular complexly adaptive school
environment. The subtheme of encouraging open sharing and transparent communication
is characterized by the evidence across interview responses detailing the communication
style used by Mr. Hayes that is perceived as a foundational piece of the school culture.
The open sharing and transparent communication style that was encouraged by
Mr. Hayes fostered leadership capacity in the instructional coaches by encouraging
improvement. As perceived by the participants in the study, Mr. Hayes engaged
instructional coaches in building leadership capacity by: (a) having open dialogue with
direct communication of any issues and opportunities to problem solve together; (b)
offering opportunities to model thinking and leadership processes; (c) encouraging
interactions that promote thinking; (d) having conversations supported by action to put
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the right people in the right places at the right time, even if it means getting out of their
comfort zone; and (e) engaging in interactions that hold instructional coaches accountable
for the expectations that have been discussed according to their defined roles.
As Mr. Hayes, the principal, expressed during the interview, he told the
instructional coaches openly how he wanted them to communicate with teachers:
What I need for that instructional coach to do first of all is to go in and make
sure that our teachers are teaching what they are supposed to be teaching. I
also want them to be that role model. If they are in there, I don’t want them
to just talk. I don’t want them to just say, “Hey, I think you could do this
better.” I want them to lead by doing. They need to go in there, and if they
see that the teacher needs to be doing something different, tell them - in a
gentle way because they are not the teacher’s boss. They are there to help
that teacher. That teacher might be working very hard. I need them to say
“Hey, here is something that worked for me in the past. Could I model it for
you? Could I come into your classroom and teach it? I want to show you
another way to do that that I have used that I have been successful at.
The district director, Ms. Peters, substantiated the view of the principal. In her perception,
Mr. Hayes and the assistant principal, Ms. Saint, have constantly communicated with the
instructional coaches in an open and transparent way, but in a way that promotes thinking
and problem solving. Ms. Peters stated that, “They are always talking about “What do our
scores look like? How do we address it?” There’s just no secret. It’s a very open
conversation about what our goals are and what we are going to do about that.”
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Ms. Peters recalled a memory of a time when Mr. Hayes noticed issues with
independent reading time. She noticed that Mr. Hayes was very open and transparent
about the problem and called the instructional coaches together to brainstorm ways to
solve the problem as soon as possible. She explained the leadership interaction between
Mr. Hayes and the instructional coaches that led to improving the instructional time.
According to Ms. Peters:
He’s going to get the right people in the right places to fix it. He’s going to share
his vision, and then it’s going to get fixed. Did he know exactly the right path to
fix independent reading that day? No. He didn’t. He just knew it wasn’t working
the way he wanted it to. He called in the right people who he thought had the right
skills. He said, “How do we get there?” They figured it out. They had a meeting.
We moved forward. Now it’s working a lot better. He doesn’t always have the
right answers. He just knows who to go to, to get the right answers. He trusts that
the literacy coaches are experts in literacy, and he relies on those skills.
According to Ms. Saint, the Assistant Principal, she witnessed Mr. Hayes encouraging
instructional coaches to solve problems together. She explained what she perceived as
Mr. Hayes’ way of communicating with literacy coaches and teachers:
There is constantly an open-door policy. I think our teachers and coaches do share
ideas, but then he’ll go to them and say, “I need your help with something. Let’s
look at something. What do you think about this or what do you think about that?”
Ms. Saint recognized that the interactions of Mr. Hayes with the instructional coaches
contributed to building leadership capacity. She stated that, “I think it’s such a unique
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situation...he just has this gift. He’s the leader, but he’s building leadership in others by
having conversations, getting you thinking.”
Ms. Saint recalled a situation where Mr. Hayes modeled thinking and leadership
processes with the coaches and herself. He approached Ms. Saint and the coaches to solve
a problem together, but practiced ideas in the moment with the students at dismissal so
that the assistant principal and coaches could try out the strategies they were thinking in
real time. She explained the process of problem solving that was enacted during dismissal
time at the school:
We are always brainstorming and thinking how we can make this better. Like
[when] dismissal wasn’t working. We had them too close. How can we make that
better? Well, let’s try something. Let’s go do it. Then you are all there in the
moment doing it together, [with] constant guidance and constant talking. It’s
about getting people to think about how we fix things. He always says
“brainstorm...be thinking.” I am always challenged to be thinking. He’ll tell you if
you have leaders who aren't thinking then they aren’t helping. Train your brain to
keep thinking about how to do things better.
Throughout the interviews, participants recognized that Mr. Hayes implored them to
think and problem solve. He set the example by engaging the instructional coaches and
problem-solving with them. Respondents also noted that Mr. Hayes defined roles and
expectations and held everyone responsible for their role, directly backing up
expectations with actions that gave the instructional coaches opportunities to engage in
sharing in the process of leadership.
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Ms. Scott, one of the teachers at Cypress Point Elementary, commented on what
she noticed about the direct communication that Mr. Hayes used to build leadership
capacity in the coaches by being direct about expectations. She detailed her perception of
how he interacted with the instructional coaches in a way that made them accountable.
She stated:
He holds them to the same expectations as everyone else. He expects them to do
what they need to do to serve the teachers. Everyone does their part. We serve the
students, the instructional coaches serve the teachers, that’s how it rolls out.
Ms. Scott recognized that Mr. Hayes consistently defined and held others accountable for
the expectations according to their role in the school. She also knew that Mr. Hayes
expected everyone to serve as leaders.
Ms. Constant, one of the instructional coaches, shared an interaction that she had
with Mr. Hayes that described his direct communication of expectations for the role she
would play as coach, expectations that took her out of her comfort zone. She had just
joined the staff at Cypress Point Elementary. She was unclear on how she would
approach teachers since they were already working with one of the other instructional
coaches, who had been at the school longer. Being new to the school, she worried about
the time it would take for the teachers to feel comfortable inviting her to their classrooms
and asking for help. She explained:
I didn’t know how to say “Hey, I can help, too.” She was their coach. It was hard
for me. That’s when I finally had to go to him and say “I don’t know what else to
do.” I said, “I’ve got a situation here. We’ve got two coaches.” He said to me, “I
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want you to be in those classrooms.” That was the 2nd day I had been here. He
said he wanted me in there and he gave me a key. Literally, he said, “Here’s the
key, go in there. You are observing. Tell them you are observing.” At that point,
it was going against everything I had ever learned as a coach. It’s just not how
coaching works. Then I realized it’s my job. I’m going to have to do this. This
could be my new reality. I thought at least it could be practice in using that “nonfluff.” At that point, I just had to do it. It was uncomfortable, but I had to just say
to myself that I was going to be in a different leadership role.
This experience illustrated the direct approach Mr. Hayes took to hold Mrs. Constant
accountable for the expectations he had for fulfilling her role as instructional coach as he
enacted distributed leadership. While Ms. Constant identified her feelings of discomfort
with Mr. Hayes perception of coaching being different than her beliefs about coaching,
she recognized that she would be required to step out of her comfort zone. By giving her
the direct communication of his expectation that she would go into classrooms to
observe, he expected her to interact with teachers as an instructional leader. While he
facilitated an opportunity for leadership to emerge through these interactions, the
outcome would ultimately be in the hands of the instructional coach, the teachers, the
students, and the elements at work within particular classrooms to produce positive
outcomes.
According to staff members interviewed, Mr. Hayes also used open sharing and
transparent communication to foster increased leadership capacity by using positivity to
build confidence in literacy coaches. The communication and positive interactions
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noticed and named in interview responses that build confidence included: (a) showing
that experience and knowledge of all team members is valued; (b) valuing the idea of
service to others in what you say and your actions; (c) showing mutual respect for all
team members and their job by using words that are calm, complimentary, encouraging,
yet direct; (d) making the literacy coach feel important by letting them know their work
matters and that they are experts in their field; and (e) including praise, positive feedback,
and corrective feedback if needed with specific naming of the desired behaviors
observed.
Mr. Hayes shared his view on the importance of building confidence in a way that
encourages leadership in line with the shared vision and goals of the school. He detailed
the strategy that he used for building confidence in instructional coaches. He stated that
he was intentional about building leadership capacity in instructional coaches and wanted
them to understand that they cannot quietly do their jobs. Not only did Mr. Hayes praise
instructional coaches for exhibiting desired behaviors, he also believed the coaches
should employ that same practice with teachers. He explained:
I want them to exude confidence. If you want to build confidence in people then
praise them when you see them doing something right. If they are sitting in their
office and they don’t get out, someone will come walking in the next day and they
tell them they appreciate what they are doing - how do they know that teacher is
not teaching the wrong thing. They may have just praised the teacher for doing
something wrong. Now you made it worse. You just praised her and she’s
thinking she’s doing all right. If you are watching them and they know you are
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watching them and you are intentional and specific about what you praise them
for, then it builds confidence.
Mr. Hayes recalled an interaction with Ms. Constant in which he gave corrective
feedback and further clarified his expectations for what she would do in classrooms.
Although he presented that he would like to see her more actively helping the teachers in
the classroom by modeling, he also recognized that she had done what he asked and was
becoming more engaged as a leader:
I told her that when she went around to classrooms and she saw something that
would help them, she needed to jump in there and show them. I told her that she
needed to get aggressive with it. Coaches are not here just to stand around and
watch it and give a little suggestion here or there. I want them to show the
teachers what they are talking about. She started doing that and I could see her
role changing. I told her to get in there and be aggressive like the other coach. The
new coach has been watching the other coaches and she is getting in there being
more aggressive with helping.
Ms. Constant shared her feelings on the interactions she had with Mr. Hayes. While his
approach was to have an open, direct conversation, Ms. Constant shared that she knew he
sometimes had opinions that were different than her own. Although Ms. Constant
described interactions with Mr. Hayes that illustrated how direct he could be in his
communication with others, she stated that she viewed interactions with Mr. Hayes as
being positive. She explained:
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I definitely feel that he supports me. He has even said that he needs me. He counts
on me. He says that he needs me in there modeling for these teachers. He needs
me supporting these teachers. He said “If I need to know, I need you to come tell
me,” and I did one time. I told him I was having trouble and we sat down and
talked and decided what we were going to do. He values the coaching role and he
has expectations for that role for sure. I definitely feel like whatever it would be
he would be supportive and value what I thought as well.
Ms. Anders, another instructional coach in the building, expressed what she had noticed
about the communication and interactions of Mr. Hayes. She described the way that
praise is used by Mr. Hayes to make people feel valued. She stated:
I feel very confident in going to him and talking to him and asking questions.
That’s a big part of it, feeling comfortable in talking to him I think. He’s really
good at praising teachers and praising kids so they feel valued. You want to feel
like you are valued and that you are doing a good job. He does really well with
praising people for that.
Mrs. Johnson, one of the teachers interviewed, shared her thoughts on the communication
and interactions she noticed Mr. Hayes having with others. She recognized the
importance of feeling valued and how feeling valued emerged from interactions with Mr.
Hayes. She applied this practice to what she perceives as a practice employed with
instructional coaches, as well. She explained:
One thing he focuses on, he does it with everyone, so I am sure that he does it
with coaches, as well – He has a calm demeanor and he’s pleasant to be around.
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Sometimes you might think that a principal is out to get you, but he’s not like that.
He’s always very complimentary…He makes sure he speaks…He knows
everyone by name. Little things like that go a long way. You feel like he feels like
you are important and he respects the particular job you do.
Ms. Scott, another teacher at Cypress Point Elementary, also shared her thoughts on the
communication and interactions she noticed. She stated:
What I’ve experienced is that when there is something positive, he is the first one
to tell you what you are doing is awesome. He praises the students and the
teachers. He’s telling the staff. He’s always pouring into our cups and our
students, too.
In light of the responses from study participants, Mr. Hayes used open sharing and
transparent communication within the context of this particular complexly adaptive
school environment as interactions to encourage improvement and build confidence to
intentionally fuel growth in leadership capacity in the instructional coaches at Cypress
Point Elementary. The concepts of open sharing and transparent communication are
highlighted by the evidence across interview responses detailing the communication style
used by Mr. Hayes that is perceived as a foundational piece of the school culture. The
communication style of Mr. Hayes that encouraged leadership capacity by encouraging
improvement and building confidence in instructional coaches is mentioned throughout
interview responses from the principal, the assistant principal, the district director,
teachers, and the instructional coaches.
Encouraging Service to Others as a Way to Engage in and Model Leadership
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Another subtheme of engaging in and modeling communication and interactions
that promote leadership was the principal encouraging service to others as a way to
engage in and model leadership. It has been said that actions speak louder than words. In
this context, the act of serving communicated key understandings to instructional
coaches, teachers, and students about the shared vision, expectations, and importance of
their roles and contributions to the school. In analyzing the responses of the participants,
patterns emerged consistently in participants noticing the principal and instructional
coaches being at the school to serve others so everyone could do their jobs. Rather than
simply being valued as a leadership practice, serving others became a way to
communicate and live into the vision of the school in the setting of this study.
Mr. Hayes modeled service to others in his interactions with instructional coaches
and teachers. Rather than being an occasional interaction, Mr. Hayes consistently
engaged in the practice of using language that showed his intentional service to others.
He encouraged the instructional coaches to serve others in an effort to take away barriers
that would keep teachers and students from being successful. Mr. Hayes explained his
thinking about serving others:
Not that it would be anything close, but Christ showed us how to be a servant
leader. He didn’t run around trying to be the boss all the time. He led by being a
servant. If you are a servant leader, “What do you need? Do you need any
equipment? Do you need coaches to come in and model some stuff?” I
constantly...as a matter of fact, that’s the first thing that I did this morning…I
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walked around to every teacher and asked if they had everything they need. That’s
what we do. We serve.
Ms. Timms, a study participant who teaches at Cypress Point Elementary, noted her
perception of the interactions she saw Mr. Hayes having with instructional coaches and
teachers. She recognized the consistency of Mr. Hayes communicating and interacting to
serve others. She noted:
He’s always asking if there is anything that he can do for you to make it better.
Do you need anything? That’s a daily thing. I feel like he’s always everywhere.
He’s not one of those principals that just sits in his office. He’s up and around in
classrooms, talking to all the coaches. He’ll pop in and say “How are things
going?”
Mr. Hayes used the concept of being in service to others to communicate his view of
leadership by being a role model. He also communicated his beliefs about expectations
and defined roles through his actions. He stated:
We have too many teachers that get burned out. So, I structure our school so that
everyone who is in a leadership role in our school who is not in a classroom sees
themselves as a servant. I am just the head servant. If I have to run around and tell
people that I am the boss and I think that sometimes principals do make that
mistake. They will structure meetings and so forth so that people recognize that
they are the boss. I would rather structure things so that they see us as servants
and free up their time.
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Ms. Anders, one of the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary, expressed the
clarity of the expectation of serving others. She shared that “I was there really to support
teachers. Anything that the teachers needed, I was really there to help them. The direction
that was given from administration was that I was there to serve the teachers.”
Encouraging service to others as a way to engage in and model leadership is a
subtheme that emerged as a way that the principal builds leadership capacity in
instructional coaches in this study. The act of serving communicated key understandings
to instructional coaches, teachers, and students about the shared vision, expectations, and
importance of their roles and contributions to the school. In analyzing the responses of
the participants, patterns in the data evidenced the consistency of the principal and
instructional coaches engaging in interactions with the intent to serve others so everyone
could do their jobs. In this context, serving others became a way to communicate and live
into the vision of the organization, which contributed to building leadership capacity in
the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary.
Defining Roles and Expectations in the Context of Shared Vision
Another key finding in this study was that Mr. Hayes was consistently defining
roles and expectations in the context of the shared vision of the school to build leadership
capacity in the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary. Subthemes within this
practice of the principal included: (a) communicating roles and expectations to
instructional coaches; (b) encouraging coaches to reinforce the expectations with others
based on the shared vision established in the school; and (c) respecting the position and
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trusting the knowledge of the coaches as they live into the expectations and defined role
set for instructional coaches in the building.
A pattern of practice noted throughout interview responses included the principal
communicating roles and expectations to instructional coaches. These roles and
expectations were defined by the principal in a way that connected back to the shared
vision of the school, which directly enabled instructional coaches to develop leadership
capacity through applied practice of their defined role. As Mr. Hayes explained:
Their role is to be out and watching practice. I want the others to see that they are
a worker. I want them to be positive. There is no room for negativity. I am going
to listen to everyone’s input, but I do need your loyalty. We have to be a unified
staff, saying the same thing when we are leaving this office. That’s extremely
important because everything else is counterproductive. I need them to understand
that I put them in the role and people are watching them. Everyone needs to see
their work ethic and their loyalty to see that we are all on the same page…I need
that person that is in a leadership role to be visible and watching practice. You
can’t see practice if you just stay in the office. I want them to lead by moving just
like I would want a teacher in the classroom to lead by moving. There is a sense
of urgency, definitely a sense of urgency.
I want the instructional coach to be one of those role models like we talked
about. If they don’t have a good work ethic and they don’t have good data, then
you put them in a leadership position, then everyone else is going to measure

84

themselves and what I would expect out of them to be like the person that I put in
that leadership role.
Teachers who were interviewed during this study noticed the connection between the
principal’s practice of sharing expectations and the building of leadership capacity in
teachers, which can be applied to instructional coaches, as well. Ms. Timms explained
her thoughts regarding Mr. Hayes sharing expectations with others:
I feel like with sharing the vision and his goals and after these conversations of
what we are trying to work toward, I feel like he gives it to the teachers to be the
leaders. Now you know where we are at and what we need to do, so now it’s your
turn to go do it. He gives the responsibility to the teacher to do the things that we
all know we should be doing.
Ms. Scott added, “It’s not maybe today he expects this and tomorrow he expects that. It’s
consistent. It helps with organization so that everyone knows what is expected of them.”
She recognized the importance of consistency in Mr. Hayes sharing his expectations and
connected this consistency in his practice with building leadership capacity in others. She
explained:
He is always [encouraging leadership in others]. He holds the same expectations
that we are held to. He is always trying. He holds us to high expectations. He
holds himself to high expectations. The students hold themselves to high
expectations. In the classroom, the teachers have leadership. We have a role. We
have things to do. The students are leaders when it comes to the work that they
do. He also pulls parents in to have a role. He says that at school we see them
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more than the parents, but at home parents have a role, also. He holds parents to
high expectations, too.
In recognizing the perception of teachers that Mr. Hayes defined the role of others to
encourage leadership, this insight can be applied directly to how the principal builds
leadership capacity in instructional coaches, as well. Interview responses of the
instructional coaches validated the pattern that Mr. Hayes defined their role and
expectations as instructional leaders. Ms. Anders shared her thoughts on this practice:
The direction that was given from administration was that I was there to serve the
teachers. [The teachers] would ask me ahead of time, I need you to model this
lesson, or I need help learning to do this. There were certain teachers that I
worked with every day. I didn’t float around as much as some coaches do.
Ms. White substantiated the pattern of consistency in Mr. Hayes sharing the role and
expectations of coaches as instructional leaders. She stated:
I think a big part of my role [as an instructional coach] is to help them understand
the standards and to get content that matches the standard. I go in there and do a
lot of coaching and a lot of modeling…He sets the expectations for everyone else
to follow. We all just do our jobs after that.
Ms. Constant added her perception of Mr. Hayes sharing the role and expectations that he
had for her as an instructional coach. She explained:
It’s a give and take. We give him all we’ve got and he gives us all he’s got… It’s
authoritative, but in a positive way. Everyone knows the expectation. If you are
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not doing what you are supposed to do, you will definitely have a conversation
about it.
Ms. Peters, the district director that works with the instructional coaches, also shared her
thoughts on how Mr. Hayes built leadership capacity in the instructional coaches. She
observed interactions amongst Ms. Constant, Ms. White, Ms. Anders and Mr. Hayes. She
noted that Mr. Hayes shared his expectations, but also followed up with the instructional
coaches on their work toward meeting these expectations. Mrs. Peters recalled
conversations she heard.
He will say “This is what I want from the teacher. Are you working on it?”
[emphasis added]. The coach will say they are working on it and tell him what
they were working on that day. There is an accountability piece. There is an
expectation for everyone in the building if you are helping students. I have seen
him work with the coaches. I have seen him in meetings with the coaches. I have
seen him just come in to talk about the pulse of the school. He wants to see where
they are and get feedback from them. Mostly I have seen them in the hall, coming
in and out of classrooms. I have been in a room working with a coach and he’ll
come in and say what are we working on and how is it helping kids. It’s always
about the kids.
Throughout the interview responses, it was evident from patterns that emerged that Mr.
Hayes also built leadership capacity in instructional coaches by encouraging the coaches
to reinforce the expectations with others based on the shared vision established in the
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school. Mr. Hayes expected the instructional coaches to live into the expectations for
being an instructional leader by being a role model. He explained:
If you are going to be an instructional coach in this building, first of all, I need
you to know all the standards better than anyone else in the building. I want them
to make sure that teachers are teaching what they are supposed to be teaching. I
have been accused of having these really great schools and told that I focus too
much on test scores. Well, the reason that I focus on those things is because what
I need these coaches to be doing - if you look at these state standards they are setup to build on themselves. They are really pretty good standards and they build on
each other at every grade level. If we are not teaching what we are supposed to be
teaching then there is going to be a gap. The only way that I know if we are
teaching what we are supposed to be teaching is by looking at the data. So, it’s
just that simple. The data is to make sure that we don’t have gaps. What I need for
that instructional coach to do first of all is to go in and make sure that our teachers
are teaching what they are supposed to be teaching. I also want them to be that
role model…I want them to lead by doing…I need for our coaches to be able to
demonstrate what you are telling them. If you can’t show them, they are not going
to pay any attention to you.
Ms. Scott also recognized that Ms. White was an instructional leader who lived into the
expectation set by Mr. Hayes as she fulfilled her role as an instructional coach in Ms.
Scott’s classroom. Ms. Scott shared during her interview:
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I work with the instructional coach for 3rd-5th. She’s a literacy coach. When I say
she’s part of leadership, I know that if there is anything I need to know with
literacy, I go to them because their role is to support teachers. She gives us so
much support when she comes into our classroom. She knows our role, but she
always asks what we need. Whatever we need, she is always there. She does
whatever it takes to make sure we are fully supported.
Ms. Scott respected the position of the instructional coaches and trusted the knowledge of
the coaches as they lived into the expectations and defined role set for instructional
coaches by Mr. Hayes. Ms. Timms also recognized that Mr. Hayes trusted the knowledge
of the coaches. She explained:
He trusts the leaders to lead different things…He gives responsibilities to
different people and it’s the community and it’s the culture. He’s just built such a
great school culture that trust and collaboration come easily.
Mr. Hayes also shared his view of trusting the knowledge of Ms. Constant, Ms. White,
and Ms. Anders as they fulfilled their role as instructional coaches at Cypress Point
Elementary. He shared this example:
If I have a person that is an early childhood coach, I am not an early childhood
teacher. They know more about teaching than I know teaching in early childhood.
I want them to use their past experiences. I am not going to go in and tell them
what to do as far as the specifics on the early childhood stuff. I just want to make
sure you are teaching what you should be teaching…It’s like football…you pick
what you are going to run and you run it with fidelity.
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In her work with the instructional coaches and Mr. Hayes, Ms. Peters noticed that Mr.
Hayes trusted the knowledge of the coaches as instructional leaders as they carried out
their role. She clarified this notion in her interview response by stating:
He doesn’t always have the right answers, he just knows who to go to to get the
right answers. He trusts that the literacy coaches are experts in literacy and he
relies on those skills.
Ms. Timms also shared her perception of how Mr. Hayes showed that he trusted the
knowledge of the coaches in fulfilling the expectations he set for them as instructional
leaders. She not only explained the role of the coaches, but also shared what she noticed:
The instructional coaches need to know the curriculum guides and what is
expected by the district and what the principal expects. They give examples and
strategies, modeling in the classrooms for the teachers. They are a huge support to
our teachers, but I do know that the principal asks their advice. A principal can’t
be the expert in everything. He asks their advice on instruction and curriculum.
He knows what has worked for him in the past and there are teachers who have
tried different things. He relies on them and trusts them for their input into
curriculum and data. He’s a big data man. He likes the data to prove the
curriculum.
The practice of respecting the position and trusting the knowledge of the coaches as they
live into the expectations and defined role set for instructional coaches in the building is
also a point made by two of the instructional coaches during their interviews. Mr. Hayes
directly showed that he respected the coaches and their contributions as leaders, which
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fostered leadership capacity in the coaches. Ms. Anders recalled what she was told by
Mr. Hayes,
He says to me and to the other coaches in the building that we are the instructional
leaders in the school and he counts on us to handle that. He will say, “I don’t
know instruction like you do. I don’t know literacy like you do.” You know he
has respect for what you do. He knows that teaching is hard. He highlights
everyone in the building. He just appreciates everyone who is playing a
part…This is the way it is, but [he] will do everything that [he] can to help you
there. It’s different.
The concept of the principal defining roles and expectations in the context of the shared
vision of the school was a powerful key finding in this study. The principal, assistant
principal, district director, teachers, and instructional coaches recollected how the
principal defined roles and expectations in the context of the shared vision which
contributed to the principal building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches. Mr.
Hayes made this a powerful practice by: (a) communicating roles and expectations to
instructional coaches; (b) encouraging coaches to reinforce the expectations with others
based on the shared vision established in the school; and (c) respecting the position and
trusting the knowledge of the coaches as they live into the expectations and defined role
set for instructional coaches in the building. These subthemes further clarified how the
principal contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional coaches by clearly
defining roles and expectations in the context of the shared vision of the school.
Encouraging Visibility and Involvement as a Leader
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An additional key finding in this study was that the principal was known for
encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader, which contributed to building
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary. Participants
shared ways that Mr. Hayes modeled and encouraged involvement in leadership
processes to contribute to the growth of coaches as instructional leaders. Important
subthemes that clarified how Mr. Hayes encouraged visibility and involvement as a
leader included Mr. Hayes: (a) modeling consistent involvement in the school; (b)
assigning the coaches to opportunities that would explicitly show them and others their
roles as leaders; (c) encouraging coaches to identify other leaders in the school; and (d)
showing the instructional coach that it is powerful to be an instructional leader.
Throughout the interviews, respondents shared their perceptions of Mr. Hayes
modeling consistent involvement in the school. Participants shared that he was highly
visible within the school and involved constantly in all aspects of school life. As noted by
Ms. Constant, Mr. Hayes, “might just stop by and say how’s it going? Anything going
on? Need me for anything. That would be the way it would work. Fast moving – boom,
boom, boom. You look up and say where did he just go?”
Mr. Hayes showed an intense level of visibility and involvement without
compromising the involvement of the coaches in instructional leadership. As noted by
Ms. Anders,
There weren’t a lot of meetings like in some schools. It was more of being present
all the time. Constantly in the classrooms, constantly monitoring the halls. The
students knowing who the principal was and knowing what the principal cared
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about there. Checking in on academics and checking in on students every day. It
wasn’t a lot about meetings and giving directions and that sort of thing. It’s more
about the principal just being present.
Mr. Hayes was also known for assigning the coaches to opportunities that would
explicitly show them and others their role as leaders. Throughout interview responses,
participants recalled Mr. Hayes being visible and involved by participating in problemsolving, sharing data, and modeling expectations with others. Mr. Hayes also put the
coaches in the same types of situations that allowed them to be visible and involved in
processes of instructional leadership. He shared his view of instructional leaders being
visible and involved:
The only way that a principal can see if a teacher is doing what they are supposed
to do is if they are moving up and down the hallway, they look, and they say
“man, you are working hard, but that’s not what we are supposed to be doing.”
So, in the leadership roles, if they are not in the classroom, they aren’t visible.
Ms. Peters detailed her perception of the visibility and involvement that Mr. Hayes
modeled and expected in the instructional coaches. She explained:
He’s out there talking to the teachers every day. They see him. He’s very visible.
He checks on every class, every teacher, every day. That visibility piece is clear.
He made it very clear. At the beginning, he made the vision very clear. He said, “I
think this is what school should look like. This is how I’m running it.” That was
shared amongst teachers. I think that visibility and that hands on - He meets with
literacy coaches every time they are in the building. He’s constantly asking “How
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are we doing in this class? How are we in this spot? How are we doing here? How
can we make it better? What changes do we need to make?”
Ms. Anders explained her perception of how Mr. Hayes’ visibility and involvement
affected the school environment and the people at work within the school. She stated:
He’s passionate about his school and he makes you want to be passionate about
the school. It’s hard to put into words. It’s the environment. He has high
expectations but he is working hard, as well.
Ms. White recognized her own visibility and involvement with the teachers that mirrored
the expectations and actions of Mr. Hayes. She shared, “I am in and out of the rooms and
if they have questions, I know where they are. I want to be sure they feel confident in
what they are teaching.”
Ms. White also shared her perception of her involvement as an instructional coach
in the context of the expectations set forth by Mr. Hayes. She explained that:
He expects you to work, but he’s not going to micromanage you on the way that
you should be doing it. He lets you figure it out yourself. If you have questions or
you have problems he’ll work with you to solve it.
Part of figuring out the work of instructional leadership is identifying others within the
school who are leaders. This concept emerged in the data as an outcome of being visible
and involved in the work of the school as an instructional leader. Mr. Hayes established a
clear process of building leadership capacity by being visible and involved that can be
broken down into the process of observing practice, noticing and naming leaders,
nurturing leadership, giving a leadership role, and then allowing that person to share their
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knowledge with others. This process was clearly defined in his statements during the
interview, as he explained:
I have watched a teacher that other teachers have drawn strength from. You've
been on those hallways before. Sometimes you see a teacher who is just a really
hard worker, but they have never thought about being in a leadership position.
You can tell that people radiate toward them, but sometimes they don’t even
recognize it. They respect them because of their work ethic and because of the
things that they have accomplished and because of the environment that they can
create. Sometimes I will call them in here and I’ll say that I have noticed how
these teachers radiate around you, they have a lot of confidence in you, and have
you thought of being in a leadership position. Then I start trying to nurture it. I’ll
give them some small role in the school. For example, if I see that when we are
doing writing and I’ll look at the data. If I notice someone has good scores, I’ll get
them to share with the teachers and talk with them. Sometimes you have to pick
people to lead and get others to go and listen to them. When you get people in that
kind of leadership role, sometimes they enjoy that. Sometimes that’s enough to
get them to want to be in more of a leadership position.
Ms. Peters recognized the powerful practices that emerged from Mr. Hayes being visible
and involved and from his expectations that the instructional coaches be visible and
involved. In her interview responses, she detailed her perceptions of the involvement of
Mr. Hayes as an instructional leader. She shared an example of one of the instructional
coaches as the coach mirrored the same process in identifying a teacher leader:
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The first thing is that he hires well. He is a recruiter. He looks at the scores. He
recruits the very best teachers. He’s very strategic about that, but he is also
celebrating who is teaching hard. He’s setting the standard. With those literacy
coaches, he’s expecting them to build leadership capacity in his teachers, as
well…I think he is just very strategic and intentional. There is a new teacher that
he hired who is a veteran teacher from another district. The coach came out of the
classroom the other day when I was in the building. The coach said “we’ve got to
get the other teachers in to see her.” The literacy coach said that the teachers'
practices were very powerful and others needed to see what she was doing. I am
going in this week and I’m scheduling other teachers to see her next week. Our
coaches are identifying those teacher leaders, as well, and sharing with other
schools.
Throughout his interview responses, Mr. Hayes expounded the importance of
being an instructional leader. Through his actions, Mr. Hayes showed the instructional
coaches that it is powerful to be an instructional leader. By demonstrating this power in
practice, Mr. Hayes built leadership capacity in the instructional coaches at Cypress Point
Elementary. He shared his intentionality in building leadership capacity in others:
My goal is to get this place set up where the environment is right and the right
teachers are in place with leaders that are far more capable than I am and it will
just rock right along. I think that’s what I am most proud of through the years, is
where we did make a difference as a team and when I left there it never dropped.
They stayed right there where they were at because it was not about me, it was
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about getting people to believe in themselves and continue doing the same things.
A school is fragile, if you don’t watch it, it can go south just as quickly as it goes
north. If you start not understanding the critical things of environment, not
teaching on standard, making sure you address poor teaching. If you don’t do
those things it can go south in a hurry.
Ms. Anders shared her experience beginning her role as an instructional coach with Mr.
Hayes. She reflected on how Mr. Hayes helped her to believe in herself. She explained:
When I started working with him, that was my first year as a coach. I was a
nervous wreck. I didn’t know if I had it in me, but I learned so much from him. In
fact, I always think about what he said. He was always talking to me. He was
always giving me suggestions…I learned so much from him. One day it was
between classes and he called me into his office and said hey I want to show you
something. He pulled up some data from some surrounding districts and other
schools. He said he wanted to show me trends and why they were like this. There
were also teachers that I saw him walking with and giving them advice. He’s so
knowledgeable and he has so many experiences. He shares that with people. He
shares that knowledge to help others.
Ms. Peters detailed her perception of how Mr. Hayes showed the power of being an
instructional leader by directly associating the work of the instructional coaches with the
success of the teachers they serve. She explained:
With those literacy coaches, he’s expecting them to build leadership capacity in
his teachers, as well. When he uses those resources in the building, they become
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leaders and they start solving problems for him. They start working with teachers
much more individually because they know that everybody wants to please the
principal. They have the utmost respect for him. So, if I am working with a
teacher, I want them to do well. I want them to make improvements and they want
to please him…I think he shares responsibilities. He shares what it looks like from
the principal’s seat. I work with professional development. We had every
principal spend the day with him. He shared his secrets. There is nothing that he
does that he has not shared with our principals, our literacy coaches, our teachers.
He’s just an open book and he wants everybody to be successful. When you get
around someone like that who says, “I’m not keeping secrets, I want us all to be
successful,” it’s powerful. The mentality is that we are not keeping any secrets.
It’s two-fold. We are helping the district and we are celebrating that this school is
a good place to be, so keep doing more of it. He’s reinforcing it in the school and
the coaches are reinforcing it, and then we are sharing it…I think for the coaches
they are recognizing that it is powerful to be an instructional leader.
Participants in the study consistently shared ways that the principal modeled and
encouraged involvement in leadership processes to contribute to the growth of coaches as
instructional leaders. Subthemes of this practice that made the finding more explicit
included the principal: (a) modeling consistent involvement in the school; (b) assigning
the coaches to opportunities that would explicitly show them and others their roles as
leaders; (c) encouraging coaches to identify other leaders in the school; and (d) showing
the instructional coach that it is powerful to be an instructional leader.
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Conclusion
In this descriptive qualitative study, I examined what one principal in an
elementary school in South Carolina did to build leadership capacity in the instructional
coaches in the school. I employed a qualitative approach to address the research question:
How does a principal foster leadership capacity in an elementary school instructional
coach in a complex adaptive system through the lens of complexity leadership? After
extensive review and multiple readings of interview data, I identified patterns to uncover
major themes within and across interview responses to answer the research question.
When viewed through the lens of complexity leadership theory, I identified powerful
practices of the principal in this setting that contributed to the principal building
leadership capacity in the instructional coaches. Using a second level of analysis, I
looked at evidence of each theme across interview questions in context of the relationship
and interactions between the principal and instructional coach within the complex
adaptive system to determine schemata to categorize commonalities and characteristics of
each practice by subthemes that further explained the application of these practices by the
principal. The key findings that emerged from the analysis can be further described as the
principal: (a) engaging in and modeling communication and interactions to promote
leadership; (b) defining roles and expectations in the context of shared vision; and (c)
encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader. These particular findings describe
how the principal at Cypress Point Elementary built leadership capacity in the
instructional coaches in the context of this study.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory. This descriptive qualitative study
explored how a principal contributed to the growth of leadership capacity in instructional
coaches as these agents worked together as instructional leaders to enhance student
achievement and innovative outcomes in an elementary school in South Carolina. I
designed this study with the goal of expanding the knowledge base of literature in
leadership studies, but also with the goal of presenting the experiences and practices of a
veteran principal with a reputation of influencing high student achievement to
practitioners in the field. This study was intended to highlight effective strategies for
building leadership capacity in instructional coaches so that positive change in leadership
development, teacher development, and student achievement can be enacted in schools.
This study also inspired further inquiry into the coalescence of distributed leadership
practice and complexity leadership theory.
In this chapter, I include a discussion of the findings in the context of the
literature presented in Chapter 2. I organize the discussion by findings, as presented in the
previous chapter. I conclude the chapter with a discussion of the limitations of the study,
areas for future research, and a brief summary.
Engaging in and Modeling Communication and Interactions to Promote Leadership
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At Cypress Point Elementary, the principal contributed to building leadership
capacity in the instructional coaches in the school by engaging in and modeling
communication and interactions that promote leadership. Current literature focusing on
complexity leadership explained that enabling leaders create conditions for complexity,
champion promising emergent ideas, help redirect ideas that are inconsistent with
organizational mission, and protect emergent ideas and complex dynamics (Marion &
Uhl-Bien, 2011). While the key finding of the principal engaging in and modeling
communication and interactions that promote leadership is an extension of the conditions
needed for complexity, the subthemes of this finding help practitioners clarify how a
principal creates these conditions in a real-life context. The principal encouraged coaches
to have open sharing and transparent communication. Also, the principal encouraged the
instructional coaches to serve others in an effort to take away barriers that would keep
teachers and students from being successful, which communicated the shared vision and
beliefs embodied within Cypress Point Elementary.
Complexity leadership not only addresses the connectivity among
constituent elements and the diversity of the constituent elements, but the rate of
information flow- and feedback- through the system across time, while
accounting for notions of strategy and expectations (Mason, 2008). The
importance of communication in building leadership capacity is also presented in
Clark’s (2013) view that identifying barriers to information flows by examining
impediments to information entry and distribution within the social system, and
counteracting barriers to knowledge exchange is important to building leadership
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skills in agents at work in a complex adaptive system. While existing literature
discusses the importance of communication in a complex adaptive system, the
findings of my study extend the knowledge base by providing examples of how
one principal contributed to building leadership capacity using his communicative
practices. The connectivity of principal and instructional coaches through their
communication and interactions was intentionally employed by the principal in
this study to build capacity in instructional coaches and encourage the
connectivity of the instructional coaches to others in the school. Communication
of the shared vision through conversations, interactions, and the consistent
practice of serving others allowed for the growth of leadership capacity of the
instructional coaches as they engaged in instructional leadership processes in the
complex adaptive system of the school.
Encouraging Open Sharing and Transparent Communication
The open sharing and transparent communication of Mr. Hayes that fostered
leadership capacity by encouraging improvement is mentioned throughout interview
responses and can be further explained by the principal: (a) having open dialogue with
direct communication of any issues and opportunities to problem solve together; (b)
offering opportunities to model thinking and leadership processes; (c) encouraging
interactions that promote thinking; (d) having conversations supported by action to put
the right people in the right places at the right time, even if it means getting out of their
comfort zone; and (e) engaging in interactions that hold instructional coaches accountable
for the expectations that have been discussed according to their defined roles. These
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ideals paralleled the underpinnings of complexity leadership theory being a framework
for leadership that enables the learning, creative, and adaptive capacity of complex
adaptive systems in knowledge-producing organizations as groups engage in conditions
conducive to knowledge production as leaders enable interactions (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
The strategies for open sharing and transparent communication also explained how a
complex adaptive system operates within a bureaucracy with adaptive leadership which
engages others in brainstorming to overcome a challenge (Avolio et al., 2009).
Mr. Hayes also encouraged open sharing and transparent communication to foster
increased leadership capacity in instructional coaches when he used positivity to build
confidence in these instructional leaders. The communication and positive interactions of
Mr. Hayes that were noticed and named in interview responses that built confidence
included: (a) showing that experience and knowledge of all team members is valued; (b)
valuing the idea of service to others in what you say and your actions; (c) showing mutual
respect for all team members and their job by using words that are calm, complimentary,
encouraging, yet direct; (d) making the literacy coach feel important by letting them
know their work matters and that they are experts in their field; and (e) including praise,
positive feedback, and corrective feedback if needed with specific naming of the desired
behaviors observed. These strategies mirrored the beliefs that the art of leadership
through the lens of complexity leadership is the ability to release the potential of those
within the organization with the start of this process being to value people and to express
confidence in their ability which will promote those individuals having confidence in
themselves (Keene, 2000). These subthemes supported this existing literature, but also
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offered clear practices to illustrate what one principal did to release the potential of those
within the organization, expanding the knowledge base of leadership literature.
Encouraging Service to Others as a Way to Engage in and Model Leadership
In this context of service, the act of serving communicated key understandings to
instructional coaches, teachers, and students about the shared vision, expectations, and
importance of their roles and contributions to the school. Clarke and O’Donoghue (2017)
emphasized that in responding to context leaders need to be connected to people,
problems and issues, as well as the culture of the school and the community. Enacting
distributed leadership within a complex adaptive system calls for consideration of this
interaction between leaders and context, and reflection on leadership practices emerging
from this interaction. Leadership is a process and the recognition of some people rather
than others as leaders is socially constructed through the communicative actions of
organizational actors (Marion, 2013), which justified the importance of Mr. Hayes acting
in service. Keene (2000) expounded upon this ideal by recognizing that the view of
leadership in an environment of complexity becomes one of serving and relies on the
power of trust and stewardship, in which all creators of the organization are accountable
for outcomes.
Although the practices of the principal in this study supported the existing
literature by illustrating communicative actions (i.e. service to others) that connect the
principal to the needs of the people in the school, I presented subthemes that further
clarified examples of how the principal enacted communicative action and stewardship.
The explanation of these subthemes provided concrete examples to practitioners and
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extended the existing knowledge base to explain how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in instructional coaches by exhibiting the behaviors explained in each
subtheme.
Defining Roles and Expectations in the Context of the Shared Vision
Another key finding in this study was the principal building leadership capacity in
instructional coaches by defining roles and expectations in the context of the shared
vision of the school. The subthemes I presented to clarify this finding are a strong
contribution to the knowledge base of current literature. By understanding the principal’s
actions of: (a) communicating roles and expectations to instructional coaches; (b)
encouraging coaches to reinforce the expectations with others based on the shared vision
established in the school; and (c) respecting the position and trusting the knowledge of
the coaches as they live into the expectations and defined role set for instructional
coaches in the building, practitioners and researchers can see concrete examples of how
the principal in this study contributed to building leadership capacity in instructional
coaches. These insights echoed the view that “complexity leadership development moves
away from a focus on the structures and processes that are the targets for development at
the system level, to the individual behaviours required of formal and informal individual
leaders within the social system.” (Clarke, 2013, p. 140). While it is necessary for
complex adaptive systems to interact with formal bureaucratic structures in organizations,
there are times and conditions when rationalized structure and coordination are needed
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
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In this context, the principal communicated roles and expectations with the
instructional coaches in line with the shared vision of the school which illustrated the
view of the complex adaptive system being composed of interdependent agents that can
operate together on the basis of certain rules and localized knowledge, while also being
able to adapt and emerge based on feedback from the system (Plowman & Duchon,
2008). Administrative leadership is managerial leadership that occurs in the formal
systems and structures and are designed to generate results through efficiency and control
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2007), which connected the practice of Mr. Hayes defining roles and
expectations in the context of shared vision to distributed leadership as a condition within
complexity leadership in this study. As further noted by Uhl-Bien et al. (2007), it is a
leader’s responsibility to provide the framework and conditions within which enabling
and adaptive leadership function in the complex adaptive system.
Encouraging Visibility and Involvement as a Leader
An additional finding in this study included the principal encouraging visibility
and involvement as a leader to build leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in
the school. More specifically, the principal was often: (a) modeling consistent
involvement in the school; (b) assigning the coaches to opportunities that would
explicitly show them and others their roles as leaders; (c) encouraging coaches to identify
other leaders in the school; and (d) showing the instructional coach that it is powerful to
be an instructional leader. These subthemes not only illustrated but expounded upon a
distributed perspective that focuses attention on “how leadership practice takes place in
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leaders’ interactions with other leaders and with followers and how the practice of
leading emerges in and through these interactions” (Spillane & Coldren, 2011, p. 31).
The principal’s expectations for involvement put instructional coaches in
situations to interact with others. The power of encouraging visibility and involvement as
a leader in this study was substantiated by Mason’s (2008) explanation that the addition
of new elements or agents to a particular system multiplies exponentially the number of
connections or potential interactions among those elements or agents, which increases the
number of possible outcomes. The principal gave instructional coaches more
opportunities to be leaders and more opportunities to interact with others to possibly
produce innovative outcomes affecting high achievement in students. As noted by Clarke
(2013), building leadership capacity in a complex adaptive system includes the practice
of supporting autocatalysis which involves leaders organizing the work environment to
facilitate interactions among groups as well as supporting shared leadership by the formal
leader role being one of coordinating and coaching rather than controlling. Educational
leaders can take actions to develop leaders by providing an environment that includes
opportunities to learn and lead (Klar, 2012).
The principal recognized that the instructional coaches needed to be in the
classrooms with a high level of involvement, however, he did not micromanage or
undermine the expertise of the instructional coaches as they engaged in the interactions.
Mr. Hayes put the coaches on the path to be instructional leaders, which connected to the
role of enabling leadership with the leader serving to foster rather than specify, to frame
rather than build, and to guide rather than manage (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2011, p. 396.)
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Mr. Hayes also knew that the presence of the instructional coaches would be
accepted by the teachers because of the culture of involvement that he had already
established by his own consistent visibility and involvement each day in each classroom.
Day (2007) noted that distribution of leadership occurs in a pattern inﬂuenced by the
principal’s understanding of the school context, which corresponds to the principal
demonstrating a high level of involvement and directing the instructional coaches to be
involved in the classrooms. Lambert (2003) extended this notion that one must consider
the connections or processes among individual leaders that are in the context, or the
culture of an organization when seeking to understand distributed leadership. Teachers at
Cypress Point Elementary embraced the open-door policy and recognized that the
principal and coaches would be a part of their classrooms daily. This context allowed the
emergent property of involvement to be a part of the culture affected by the consistent
practice of the principal, which also contributed to building leadership capacity in the
instructional coaches.
The principal encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader was a powerful
practice that contributed to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in
this study. Complexity theory suggests that “leadership emerges through interactions,
networking, connectivity and relationships, as these enhance operational effectiveness”
(Morrison, 2010, p. 375). Through this same lens, power can be defined as the directional
course of the phenomenon that enjoys the dominant inertial momentum over other
competing phenomena which creates a power structure that will sustain and increase its
dominance through the snowball effect (Mason, 2008). In this study, I provided a direct
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illustration of this concept through the lived experiences of the principal and instructional
coaches, which provided rich examples of powerful practice for practitioners, but
extended the knowledge base of leadership literature through these examples.
The principal in this study was visible and consistently involved in interacting
with coaches. The principal intentionally contributed to the involvement of the
instructional coaches through his modeling and expectations. The involvement of the
coaches increased their interactions, which increased their possibilities of being a part of
interactions that created innovative outcomes and increased student achievement. The
concept of power as illustrated by the snowball effect (Mason, 2008) connected to the
concept of encouraging visibility and involvement as a leader, allowed for the abstract
concept behind how the principal showed the instructional coaches that it was powerful
to be an instructional leader to be illustrated concretely. By illustrating the power of
being an instructional leader through visibility and involvement, the principal contributed
to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches.
Theoretical Conclusions
Recognizing principals and instructional coaches as instructional leaders who are
agents within the complex adaptive system interacting with the shared goal of an
emergence of outcomes commensurate with the ideals embodied in the literature on
instructional leadership supported the tenets of complexity leadership theory and
distributed leadership as a condition within the greater construct of the complex adaptive
system of the school in this study. Instructional leadership was a construct of the rules
and knowledge governing the school system’s view of leadership which coexisted within
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the complexity of administrative leadership, enabling leadership, and adaptive leadership
in the complex adaptive system of the school. Distributed leadership was evident in the
conditions intentionally defined by the principal to share leadership responsibilities with
instructional coaches to encourage innovative outcomes and increased student
achievement in the complex adaptive system of the school. In this descriptive qualitative
study, I provided concrete examples of distributed leadership as a condition within a
complex adaptive system through descriptions of how one principal contributed to
building leadership capacity in instructional coaches that worked alongside him as
instructional leaders.
Complexity Leadership Theory
The theoretical foundation of complexity leadership was illustrated in this study
by the interaction and interconnectedness of the principal and the instructional coaches
and the leadership that emerged through these interactions in the complex adaptive
system of the school. Complexity leadership provided an understanding of how a
complex adaptive system operated within a bureaucracy with three leadership roles to
explore including 1) adaptive leadership which engages others in brainstorming to
overcome a challenge; 2) administrative leadership for formal planning that follows
doctrine; and 3) enabling leadership which minimizes the constraints of bureaucracy to
maximize the potential of followers (Avolio et al., 2009), with these roles entangled
within and across people and actions (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). As noted by Keene (2000),
our world is not only subjective, but it is the result of our interactions with each other and
with our environment.

110

Complexity leadership is an appropriate theoretical framework for the study of
questions that emerged around building leadership capacity in agents within the school.
Since complexity leadership can be viewed more as a set of challenges, proposals, tenets
and alternative, non-linear ways of thinking, using the lens of complexity leadership
offers new directions for school leaders and managers to consider (Morrison, 2010, p.
386). Knowing that organizations are dealing with environments of increasing
uncertainty and complexity, complexity leadership offers relational and systemic
perspectives of leadership that are better placed to enable organizations to draw upon
leadership capacity with credence given to the emergence of organizational adaptation
and innovation (Clarke, 2013). Where complexity theory differs from other theories is
that it suggests that it is in the dynamic interactions and adaptive orientation of a system
that new properties and behaviors emerge and that new patterns are developed (Mason,
2008). These understandings explain the appropriateness of studying the phenomenon of
how a principal builds leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in this study
through the lens of complexity leadership as they worked together to engage in the
processes of instructional leadership to produce innovative outcomes and increased
student achievement.
Instructional Leadership
Instructional leadership was a theoretical underpinning of this study that was
enacted as a construct of the rules and knowledge governing the school system’s view of
leadership. Instructional leadership was evident in this study through the interactions of
the principal with the instructional coaches focused on increasing the quality of
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instructional outcomes. Instructional leadership coexisted within the complexity of
administrative leadership, enabling leadership, and adaptive leadership in the complex
adaptive system of the school in this study. Reitzug et al. (2008) proposed four concepts
of instructional leadership as (a) relational with emphasis on building high-quality
relationships to encourage improvement; (b) linear with concentration on data analysis
and standards alignment; (c) organic with principals facilitating continuous inquiry and
discourse; or (d) prophetic with leadership based on a clear set of moral values. In the
complexity of the school environment in this study, this view of instructional leadership
was encapsulated holistically throughout the detailed description of how the principal in
the study defined roles and expectations in the context of the shared vision which
centered around the instructional processes of the school.
The practices of the principal and the expectations that the principal had for the
instructional coaches supported common views of instructional leadership that I
presented in Chapter 2 of this study. For instance, Blasé and Blasé (1999) distinguished
the strategies of making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling, using inquiry and
soliciting advice and opinions from teachers, and giving praise as important to
instructional leadership. Coldren & Spillane (2007) shared insight into balancing
relationship and focus on instruction which draws a connection between the social
network of a complex adaptive system and the ideals surrounding instructional leadership
as anticipated outcomes of the system as presented in this study. The principal in this
study modeled the strategies of making suggestions, giving feedback, and giving praise as
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an instructional leader to foster leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in the
school.
Distributed Leadership
From a normative sense, Robinson (2009) suggested that distributed leadership
can be viewed as synonymous with shared and collaborative leadership which entail
sharing or spreading leadership activities across individuals and roles in the school. The
view of sharing or distributing leadership activities overlaps with relational and
complexity leadership, and differs from more traditional, hierarchical, or vertical models
of leadership (Pearce & Sims, 2002). In this study, the practice of sharing leadership
activities with the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary served as a way to
increase the leadership capacity of the coaches as they engaged in the processes of
instructional leadership according to their defined roles. The practice of distributing
instructional leadership responsibilities to the instructional coaches in the school aligned
to the idea that increasingly complex organizational environments require effective teamwork, which provides the underpinning for a shared model of leadership (Hillier et al.,
2006). Spillane & Diamond (2007) and Spillane et al. (2003) contended that improving
instruction in schools is not primarily in the hands of the principal but is distributed
across a host of leaders such as teacher leaders and instructional coaches, which
according to Leithwood et al. (2004, 2009) required intentionality on the part of those in
formal leadership roles. These concepts were solidly illustrated in the practices of the
principal of engaging in and modeling communication and interactions that promote
leadership, defining roles and expectations in context of the shared vision, and
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encouraging visibility and involvement as leaders as he shared instructional leadership
responsibilities with the instructional coaches at Cypress Point Elementary.
Implications for Practice
In presenting the findings of this study, I provided detailed descriptions of how
one principal contributed to building leadership capacity in the instructional coaches in an
elementary school in South Carolina. Practicing principals are faced with the question of
how to build leadership capacity in others as a way to positively impact student
achievement and increase innovative outcomes in schools. By studying the interactions
and lived experiences of the principal and instructional coaches, I hoped to provide
detailed descriptions of how a principal with a reputation of success enacted change in
the school in which he worked as an instructional leader by building leadership capacity
in the instructional coaches in the school.
By engaging in this study, I intended to present effective strategies for building
leadership capacity in instructional coaches so that positive change in teacher
development and student achievement can be enacted in our schools through solid
instructional leadership that transpires out of the growth of instructional coaches as
formal leaders who contribute to the outcomes of complex leadership. The results of this
study provided concrete examples for practitioners to use in similar contexts. The
findings substantiate the positive effects of a principal encouraging open sharing and
direct communication on the development of leadership behaviors in coaches as well as
the positive impact on the environment as a whole. The findings of the study also
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promote the idea of principals communicating the shared vision of the school through
acts of service.
This study underscores the importance of leaders communicating through action
rather than just words. Both the practice of using open sharing and direct communication
and modeling acts of service can be enacted by principals to effect multiple layers in the
school such as individual leaders as well as the environment as a whole. Building
leadership capacity in instructional coaches by encouraging open sharing and transparent
communication is a concept that can be directly applied by practitioners to make a
difference in their practice.
This study also suggests practical implications for principals using the practice of
defining roles and expectations as a way to build leadership capacity in instructional
coaches. While this idea seems simple, the complexity lies in how the roles and
expectations are defined and enacted by the principal in a way that affects everyone in the
school while building leadership capacity in the coaches to do the same. Defining roles
and expectations is not accomplished in this study by providing a list of things to do. The
principal in this study breathed life into the roles and expectations he envisioned
powerful to living into the shared vision of the school, taking away barriers to learning
and placing instructional coaches in situations to carry out their role by truly focusing on
the work of being an instructional leader using their own expertise in curriculum and
instruction as part of team. The results of the study suggest that there is importance in the
principal holding themselves and others accountable for their role and expectations for
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leadership capacity to be built. This study puts the emphasis on living into defined roles
and expectations in order to build leadership capacity in instructional coaches.
The results of this study also suggest the importance of principals encouraging
visibility and involvement as a leader as a way to build leadership capacity in
instructional coaches. The findings of this study illustrate the power of being an
instructional leader, which can only be measured through the action and outcomes that
can be observed. High levels of involvement in the processes of instructional leadership
offer more opportunities at having success in producing innovative outcomes and high
levels of student achievement, but also allow for developing leadership behaviors that are
sustained over time. It stands to reason that involvement is an important element in
building leadership capacity in instructional coaches. While it is important to understand
what it means to be an instructional leader and have knowledge of best practices in
instruction, involvement is a way to bring action to apply the expertise of instructional
coaches in a way that will encourage positive outcomes through the interactions of the
coaches with the principal and with others.
Building leadership capacity in instructional coaches was a way for the principal
at Cypress Point Elementary to use the knowledge of the instructional coaches to
positively influence innovative outcomes and increase student achievement in the school.
This study brings to light the practical application for principals in putting the key
findings and subthemes into practice. By engaging in and modeling communication and
interactions that promote leadership, defining roles and expectations in the context of the
shared vision, and encouraging visibility and involvement as leaders, practitioners can
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enact change by building leadership capacity in instructional coaches that share in the
process of instructional leadership in their schools.
Implications for Future Research
While this study provided some insight into how principals can build leadership
capacity in instructional coaches in a complex adaptive system through the lens of
complexity leadership, there remains little research regarding social construction of
leadership capacity on a larger scale. This study focused primarily on the interactions
between the principal and the instructional coaches within one school setting. By
expanding the study to more settings, there could be deeper exploration into the role that
principals play in building leadership capacity in other agents through distributing
leadership within the complex adaptive system of the school. More research is needed to
examine how and when distributed leadership is supported as a condition within a
complexity perspective to build leadership capacity in others.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to examine how a principal contributed to building
leadership capacity in elementary instructional coaches within a complex adaptive system
through the lens of complexity leadership theory. In the complex adaptive system of the
school, to change from failure to learning excellence takes massive and sustained
intervention at every possible level until the phenomenon of learning excellence emerges
from this new set of interactions among these new factors and sustains itself
autocatalytically (Mason, 2008). Through the lens of complexity leadership, building
leadership capacity in instructional coaches in this study was a way for the principal at
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Cypress Point Elementary to use the knowledge of the instructional coaches to positively
influence innovative outcomes and increase student achievement. By distributing
instructional leadership, the principal enacted structures to intentionally build capacity in
the instructional coaches in the school.
The principal in this study contributed to building leadership capacity in
instructional coaches by engaging in and modeling communication and interactions that
promote leadership, defining roles and expectations in the context of the shared vision,
and encouraging visibility in involvement as leaders. While these key findings are
important to practitioners as well as to the knowledge base of leadership literature, the
subthemes that I presented in this study are a true extension and addition of new
knowledge to the existing knowledge base. These subthemes illustrated in detail how the
principal shared leadership with the coaches to impact the leadership behaviors and
capabilities of the coaches. According to Mason (2008), understanding individual
elements or agents that constitute a particular system does not alone provide the key to
understanding that system since complexity theory draws attention to the emergent
properties and behaviors that result not only from the essence of constituent elements, but
more importantly, from the connections among them. Leadership capacity is emergent
and dynamic, developing throughout a team’s lifespan and varying based on the inputs,
processes, and outcomes of the team (Day et al., 2004). While this study represents only
one account of a principal contributing to the leadership capacity of instructional leaders
in the school, this study allowed me to uncover key findings and subthemes to describe
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how a principal fostered leadership capacity in instructional coaches through the lens of
complexity leadership.
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Appendix A
Interview Protocol Matrix
Source: Lori Corley
Source
Marion, 2013

Uhl-Bien et al., 2007

Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2011

Uhl-Bien et al., 2007

Concept

Interview Questions

Leadership is a process and
the recognition of some
people rather than others as
leaders is socially
constructed through the
communicative actions of
organizational actors
(Marion, 2013)

How would you describe
the organization of
leadership in your school?

Administrative leadership is
managerial leadership that
occurs in the formal
systems and structures and
are designed to generate
results through efficiency
and control (Uhl-Bien et al.,
2007).
Enabling leaders create
conditions for complexity,
champion promising
emergent ideas, help
redirect ideas that are
inconsistent with
organizational mission, and
protect emergent ideas and
complex dynamics (Marion
& Uhl-Bien, 2011)
It is a leader’s responsibility
to provide the framework
and conditions within which
enabling and adaptive
leadership function, (UhlBien et al., 2007).
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Tell me about people you
view as leaders in your
school.
How did these people
emerge as leaders?
What formal systems and
structures of leadership do
you see at work in your
school?

How does the principal
create conditions for
solving complex problems?
How does the principal
create conditions to
champion promising
emergent ideas that are
consistent with the
organizational mission?
What is the principal’s
responsibility in leadership
functions?
What does the principal do
to support the roles of
others in leadership?

Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2011

Spillane & Coldren, 2011

Klar, 2012

Day et al. (2004)

The role of enabling
leadership is to foster rather
than specify, to frame rather
than build, and to guide
rather than manage (Marion
& Uhl-Bien, 2011, p. 396.)

Distributed perspective
focuses attention on “how
leadership practice takes
place in leaders’
interactions with other
leaders and with followers
and how the practice of
leading emerges in and
through these interactions”
(Spillane & Coldren, 2011,
p. 31).

How does the principal
encourage leadership in
others?
What does the principal do
to frame opportunities for
other leaders to learn and
lead?
How does the principal
foster leadership capacity
in the instructional coach?
Describe or give examples
of what you have observed.
Describe or give examples
of times that you have
observed the principal and
instructional coach
interacting?
How has the practice of
leading emerged through
these interactions?

How has the principal
helped the instructional
coach grow as a leader
through these interactions?
Educational leaders can take How does the principal
actions to develop leaders
take action to develop
by providing an
leaders in the school?
environment that includes
opportunities to learn and
What role does the
lead (Klar, 2012).
principal play in making
the opportunities available
to the instructional coach
for learning and leading?
Leadership capacity is
How does the principal
emergent and dynamic,
build leadership capacity in
developing throughout a
the instructional coach?
team’s lifespan and varying Give examples of what you
based on the inputs,
have observed.
processes, and outcomes of
the team (Day et al., 2004).
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Please share any additional
comments, questions, or
observations that you feel
are important for me to
know.
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Appendix B
Interview Protocol for Principal
Opening Comments
I will begin the interview by thanking the participant for their participation in this case
study. I will then review the consent forms and assure the participant of their
confidentiality. I will explain to the participant that they will have a chance to review my
transcripts for accuracy.
Opening Questions
1. How long have you worked with/in this school?
2. What do you like the most about working with/in this school?
Leadership Structure
3. Who would you identify as leaders within your school? How did they emerge as
leaders?
4. How would you describe the organization of leadership within your school?
5. What do you view as the role of leadership at your school?
6. What formal structures of leadership do you see at work in your school? How did
these structures come about?
7. What is your responsibility or role in leadership structures and functions?
8. What is the instructional coach’s responsibility in leadership structures and
functions? How was this determined?
Leadership Capacity
9. What do you, as principal, do to support the roles of others in leadership?
10. How do you, as the principal, encourage leadership in others? How have you
intentionally taken action to develop leaders in the school?
11. How do you create conditions for solving complex problems?
12. What do you do to frame opportunities for other leaders to learn and lead?
13. What role have you played in making opportunities available to the instructional
coach for learning and leading?
14. How have you/do you foster leadership capacity in the instructional coach?
Describe or give examples of what you have experienced.
Leadership Interactions
15. Describe or give examples of times that you and the instructional coach interact.
(Who, what, when, where, why, how did the interactions take place?)
16. How do you perceive the practice of leading emerging through these interactions?
17. How do you perceive these interactions helping the instructional coach grow as a
leader?
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Appendix C
Interview Protocol for Instructional Coach
Opening Comments
I will begin the interview by thanking the participant for their participation in this case
study. I will then review the consent forms and assure the participant of their
confidentiality. I will explain to the participant that they will have a chance to review my
transcripts for accuracy.
Opening Questions
1. How long have you worked with/in this school?
2. What do you like the most about working with/in this school?
Leadership Structure
3. Who would you identify as leaders within your school? How did they emerge
as leaders? How did you become a leader in your school?
4. How would you describe the organization of leadership within your school?
5. What do you view as the role of leadership at your school?
6. What formal structures of leadership do you see at work in your school? How
did these structures come about?
7. What is your responsibility or role in leadership structures and functions?
How did you learn to lead in these structures and functions?
8. What is the principal’s responsibility in leadership structures and functions?
Leadership Capacity
9. What does the principal do to support the roles of others in leadership?
10. How does the principal encourage leadership in others? How have you seen
the principal take action to develop leaders in the school?
11. How does the principal create conditions for solving complex problems?
12. What does the principal do to frame opportunities for other leaders to learn
and lead?
13. What role does the principal play in making opportunities available to you as
instructional coach for learning and leading?
14. How does the principal foster leadership capacity in you (as instructional
coach)? Describe or give examples of what you have experienced.
Leadership Interactions
15. Describe or give examples of times that you and the principal interact. (Who,
what, when, where, why, how did the interactions take place?)
16. How do you perceive the practice of leading emerging through these
interactions?
17. How do you perceive the principal helping you grow as a leader through these
interactions?
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Appendix D
Interview Protocol for Teachers & District Staff
Opening Comments
I will begin the interview by thanking the participant for their participation in this case
study. I will then review the consent forms and assure the participant of their
confidentiality. I will explain to the participant that they will have a chance to review my
transcripts for accuracy.
Opening Questions
1. How long have you worked with/in this school?
2. What do you like the most about working with/in this school?
Leadership Structure
3. Who would you identify as leaders within your school? How did they emerge as
leaders?
4. How would you describe the organization of leadership within your school?
5. What do you view as the role of leadership at your school?
6. What formal structures of leadership do you see at work in your school? How did
these structures come about?
7. What is the principal’s responsibility in leadership structures and functions?
Leadership Capacity
8. What does the principal do to support the roles of others in leadership?
9. How does the principal encourage leadership in others? How have you seen the
principal take action to develop leaders in the school?
10. How does the principal create conditions for solving complex problems?
11. What does the principal do to frame opportunities for other leaders to learn and
lead?
12. What role does the principal play in making opportunities available to the
instructional coach for learning and leading?
13. How does the principal foster leadership capacity in the instructional coach?
Describe or give examples of what you have observed.
Leadership Interactions
14. Describe or give examples of times that you have observed the principal and
instructional coach interacting? (Who, what, when, where, why, how did the
interactions take place?)
15. How do you perceive the practice of leading emerging through these interactions?
16. How do you perceive the principal helping the instructional coach grow as a
leader through these interactions?
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